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pp llant 
Broadw y Ford, Inc. 
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Hon. Joel • Olstrlcl Judge 
Bron Ramrnell, P.O. Bo 370, Pocatello, ID 83204 
Ar.~-+_+-________________ -J20 ___ . 
________ ~--+------------------------------ auk 
Deputy 
10 
Bron Rammell, Esq. 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHARTERED 
216 West Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Telephone (208) 233-0132 
Facsimile 208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; US BANK, 
N.A.; USB LEASING, LT, 
Defendants. 
U.S. BAND, N.A. and USB LEASING, LT, 
Counterclaimants, 
v. 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Counter defendant, 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of Bannock ) 
CASE NO: CV -2009-6348 
AFFIDA VIT OF BRON RAMMELL IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO SHORTEN 
TIME 
Bron Rammell, after being duly sworn, does depose and state: 
1. I am an attorney at the office of May, Rammell & Thompson, Chartered. 
2. Attached hereto is true and correct copy of the deposition of transcript of Laura Riley. 
AFFIDAVIT OF BRON RAMMELL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO SHORTEN TIME - PAGE 1 
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3. Laura Riley is the warranty administrator of Discovery Ford In Moses Lake, 
Washington. 
4. Her deposition testimony is relevant to the summary judgment proceedings including 
pages 121 through 124. 
FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NOT. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before e, Not~ry, this 22nd day of July, 2009. 
SHEENA SMITH 
NOTARY PUBUC 
STATE OF IDAHO 
N~HO 
Residing at: ?o~.J.~ (l> . 
Commission Expires: 't -' 1.,..:20/"5"' 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Affidavit of Bran Rammel! in Support of Motion to 
Shorten Time was served on the following named person(s) at the addressees) shown and in the 
manner indicated. 
G. Lance Nalder, Esq. 
Nalder Law Office 
591 Park Avenue, Suite 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
DATED this 22nd day of July, 2009. 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[~elivery 
[ ] Facsimile (208-542-1002) 
1'7.J~~~:L & THOMPSON, CHTD 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
and ) NO. cv-2009-6348 
) 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; U.S. BANK, 
N.A. , 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
DEPOSITION UPON ORAL EXAMINATION OF 
LAURA RILEY 
TAKEN ON: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 
TAKEN AT: LARSON FOWLES 
821 E. Broadway, Suite 8 
Moses Lake, Washington 98337 
REPORTED BY: SUSAN E. ANDERSON, RPR, CCR 
CCR NO. 2493 
APPEARANCES 
FOR THE PLAINTIFF: 
MR. BRON RAMMELL 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, Chtd. 
Attorneys at Law 
216 W. Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
pocatello, ID 83204-0370 
208.233.0132 
bron@mrtlaw.net 
ALSO PRESENT: 
MR. TANNER MICKELSEN 
FOR THE DEFENDANT BROADWAY FORD: 
MR. GARY LANCE NALDER 
NALDER LAW OFFICE, P.c. 
Attorneks at Law 
591 Par Avenue, Suite 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
208.542.0525 
gln@nalderlaw.com 
ALSO PRESENT TELEPHONICALLY: 
MR. MONTE CRANKOVICH 
FOR THE DEFENDANT DISCOVERY FORD: 
MR. DARREN M. DIGIACINTO 
STAMPER RUBENS P.S. 
Attorneys at Law 
Suite 200 
West 720 Boone 
spokane, WA 99201 
509.326.4800 
ddigiacinto@stamperlaw.com 
APPEARING TELEPHONICALLY FOR U.S. BANK: 
MR. LOREN MESSERLY 
Attorney at Law 
2412 Norcrest Drive 
Boise, ID 83706 
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IN RE: MICKELSEN v. 8ROADWAY FORD, et al. 
NO. CV-2009-6348 
July 14, 2010 
LAURA RILEY 
EXAMINATION 
BY MR. RAMMELL 
EXAMINATION 
BY MR. NALDER 
EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MESSERLY 
FURTHER EXAMINATION 
BY MR. RAMMELL 
FURTHER EXAMINATION 
BY MR. NALDER 
EXHIBIT NO. 1 
T EST I M 0 N Y 
E X H I BIT S 
Letter to Brian Cheney, dated 8/04/09, from 
Laura Riley 
EXHIBIT NO. 2 
Oasis Reports 
EXHIBIT NO. 3 
warranty & Policy Manual, Two Pages 
EXHIBIT NO. 4 
oasis Warranty History 
EXHIBIT NO. 5 
Laura Riley 
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Oasis warranty History 
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BE IT REMEMBERED that on wednesday, July 14, 
2010, at 8:24 a.m. at LARSON FOWLES, 821 E. 
Broadway, suite 8, Moses Lake, washington, the 
testimony of LAURA RILEY was taken before susan E. 
Anderson, Registered professional Reporter and 
Notary Public. The following proceedings took 
place: 
LAURA RILEY, 
BY MR. RAMMELL: 
being first duly sworn to 
tell the truth, the whole 
truth and nothing but the 
truth, testified as 
follows: 
EXAMINATION 
Q. Good morning. Ms. Riley. My name is Brom Rammell. 
the attorney for Tanner Mickelsen. And I want 
you -- want to -- I've got all the names. you've 
already got all the names. 
First of all. this deposition is being taken 
pursuant to notice. and we will try to move things 
along fairly rapidly. we've got your deposition 
Page 4 
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followed by two more, and we need to be out of here 
early this afternoon. So we'll try to get done. 
The purpose of a deposition, Laura, is to find out 
what information a person has under oath. 
Do you understand that? 
A Yes. 
Q. And have you had an opportunity to talk to counsel 
about depositions a little bit? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Very good. And I don't want you to feel confused or 
tricked by any of the questions I'm asking. All 
right? 
A. Okay. 
Q. You will notice that I hesitated when you nodded 
your head just a second ago. okay? 
A. Yes, I do. 
Q. You know why I did that? 
A. Because you want everything spoken. 
Q. Yes, it needs to be verbally stated, your answer. 
A. Right. 
Q. Yes. And another thing that can happen, and this is 
one of my flaws, I have a tendency to get engaged in 
dialogue and try to talk at the same time as the 
witness. okay? 
A. okay. 
Page 5 
Q. So what we need to do is try not to talk over each 
other. Right? 
A. okay. 
Q. If there is a question that you feel you don't 
understand, would you ask me to repeat it? 
A. okay. 
Q. clarify it? 
A. okay. 
Q. You're welcome to take a break at any time you want 
with counsel, the option I have to that is I do ask 
that the question that is pending at che time be 
answered firsc, then you can take the break. All 
righc? 
A. okay. 
MR. RAMMELL: Are there any preliminary 
matters, counsel? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I don't think so. 
MR. NALDER: Not from me. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Would you state your full name and 
address? 
A. My name is Laura A. Riley. Let's see, the address, 
322 North Earl Road, Moses Lake, Washington, ZIP 
Code is 98837. 
Q. And where do you work? 
A. Discovery Ford Honda -- Ford Lincoln-Mercury Honda. 
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Laura Riley 
Q. And what is your job title there? 
A. Warranty administrator. 
Q. HoW long have you been the warranty administrator? 
A. Four years. 
Q. And prior to that, where did you work? 
A. I was at Discovery for another year. 
Q. okay. 
A. Before I became the warranty administrator. 
Q. what did you do then? 
A. service advising, and answering phones. 
Q. So was warranty administrator a promotion? 
A. Kind of I grew into it. I started working on 
warranty stuff but then moved fully into it later. 
Q. okay. And how did you work into it? 
A. working with my -- my service manager. Learning how 
to do the warranty. 
Q. who is the service manager? 
A. currently, Steve wabeke is the service manager. 
Q. And was he the service manager when you started at 
Discovery Ford? 
A. No. 
Q. who was the service manager then? 
A. Dave Hopkins. 
Q. And was this approximately five years ago or six 
years ago? 
Page 7 
A. It was five years ago. 
Q. That's when you were first at Discovery Ford? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you have any other warranty, administrator, 
service, experience? 
A. I worked at James chevrolet for a little over a year 
as a service administrator. 
Q. Are they here in Moses Lake? 
A. It is now Bud cleary, I think. They have changed 
names too many times to keep up with it. 
Q. And how long ago did you work there? 
A. Seven -- seven years? Seven and a half years. 
Q. okay. so you worked at thac at the Chevrolet 
dealership for two, two and a half years and then 
moved to Discovery Ford, did I get thac right? 
A. Actually, I worked at the chevrolet dealership for 
about one month. 
Q. okay. 
A. And then it was almost a year after that, that I 
started at Discovery. 
Q. okay. why did you leave the chevrolet dealership? 
A. I was terminated. 
Q. okay. 
A. I had a personality conflict. 
Q. Okay. Didn't have anything to do with warranty 
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claims, did it? 
A. No. 
Q. okay. And what training or experience have you had 
in dealing with warranty issues with automobiles? 
A. I've taken all of Ford's training. 
Q. okay. which consists of what? 
A. A long list of classes. 
Q. Anything else? 
A. Not really. 
Q. Hands-on experience? 
A . Bas i call y . 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, it's 
leading. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) About how many warranty claims does 
Discovery Ford service in a month? 
A. It vari es . 
Q. Roughly. 
A. I would guess around 200 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, if 
she's guessing it's speculation. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) well, is this a general average 
that you would say? 
A. I would still have to guess. I don't know for sure 
because one month it could be 250, 300, it could be 
less. I don't know for exact. 
Q. Okay. on average, what would you say it would be? 
A. Around 200. 
Q. okay. Do you know by any chance about how many Ford 
F-250 and 350 that Discovery Ford sells a year? Do 
you have any idea? 
A. I have no idea. 
Q. Okay. other than your hands-on training and the 
long list of classes as you've described it, are 
there any other trainings that you've had dealing 
with warranty claims? 
A. NO. 
Q. All right. And can you give me an idea of some of 
the classes that you're asked to take? 
A. There are classes dealing with warrantable issues, 
warranty claims, customer satisfaction. Just a wide 
variety of classes. 
Q. Is this something that you take one time, or is 
there ongoing education? 
A. There is ongoing education. 
Q. And when was the last time you attended a class 
regarding warranty service claims? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. Has it been in the past year? 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. Okay. where do you usually take the classes? 
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Laura Riley 
A. The majority of them are online. 
Q. okay. And have you completed those classes? 
A. Yes 
Q. All right. Have you reviewed any documents or 
information in preparation for your deposition 
today? 
A. NO. 
Q. Didn't look at any of the documents relating to the 
warranty claim that's the subject of this lawsuit? 
A. NO. 
Q. Have you ever looked at documentation that's the 
subject of this lawsuit? 
A. yes. 
Q. when was the last time? 
MR. MESSERLY: I can't hear. 
(OFF THE RECORD.) 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) so Laura, when was the last time 
you reviewed documentation that has anything to do 
with this lawsuit or the warranty claim on the 
vehicle that Tanner Mickelsen brought to Discovery 
Ford? 
A. About a month ago. 
Q. why did you review it at that point? 
A. Because we were asked to send the documents to you. 
And did you locate documents and provide them 
Page 11 
to counsel? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And are those the documents that are part of a 
packet marked as deposition Exhibit 5 that were 
provided from your counsel today? 
A. Yes. 
Q. okay. Have you had an opportunity to review this 
packet? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is there anything that you believe is relevant to 
any correspondence or communication regarding this 
particular vehicle that is not included in the 
packet? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
(EXHIBIT NO. 1 MARKED.) 
Q. okay. Laura, I'm going to hand you what's been 
marked as deposition Exhibit 1. which for the 
record is a letter that was sent to Mr. Cheney, 
dated August 4th, 2009. It's signed by Laura Riley, 
it's a part of the packet, deposition Exhibit 5, 
consists of one page. 
DO you agree with that? 
A. AS in which way? 
Q. Yeah. This is a one-page exhibit, one-page document 
that was sent from you to Mr. cheney on August 4th, 
Page 12 
(Pages 9 to 12) 
Chatterton Court Reporting 
877-765-69991 chattertondeps@gcpower.net 
375 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
2009. 
A. Yes 
Q. okay. why did you provide that letter? 
A. I was asked to. 
Q. okay. Are the contents in that letter true and 
accurate? 
A. Yes. 
Q. IS there anything in that letter that is not true? 
A. NO. 
Q. First of all, let's look it over just a little bit. 
It says, "AS warranty administrator, it is my 
responsibility to determine the warrantability of 
repairs at this dealership." 
DO you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. This dealership refers to Discovery Ford? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And from this, it says it's your responsibility to 
determine the warrantability of repairs at the 
dealership. 
Are you the only person that determines the 
warrantability of repairs at the Discovery Ford? 
A. NO. 
Q. Who else is involved in that? 
A. service manager. 
Q. And that would be Steve wabeke? 
A. Yes. 
Page 13 
Q. was he the service manager on August 4th of 2009? 
A. No. 
Q. That would have been who? 
A. Dave Hopkins. 
Q. okay. was Mr. Hopkins involved in any way with the 
decision regarding warranty of repairs on Tanner 
Mickelsen's vehicle? 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. okay. Are there any records or documents that would 
reflect that? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. All right. Have you made a good faith effort to 
look for documents and records associated with this 
case? 
A. Yes. Yes. 
Q. And you haven't found any others? 
A. NO. 
Q. okay. And so the -- is there anyone else other than 
the service manager and yourself that are involved 
in determining the warrantability of repairs at 
Discovery Ford in Moses Lake? 
A. The technicians. 
Q. okay. Who is the technician involved in this case? 
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Laura Riley 
A. Jerret Tucker. 
Q. It wasn't Leo something? 
A. NO. 
Q. okay. Is Jerret Tucker still working at Discovery 
Ford? 
A. Yes. 
Q. when was the last time you spoke with him? 
A. when was the last time I spoke with Jerret? 
Q. I'm sorry, let me be more clear. When was the last 
time you spoke with Jerret about anything to do with 
this case, or this vehicle? 
A. I haven't, the last time it was brought in 
Q. okay. 
A. would be the last time I talked to Jerret about 
this vehicle. 
Q. All right. And in this particular case, was the 
vehicle, was your conclusion the vehicle was under 
warranty or was it not? 
A. The vehicle was under warranty, that particular 
repair was not. 
Q. And how did you make that determination? 
A. I did not make the actual determination. 
Q. Who did? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. IS there any record or document that would reflect 
Page 15 
who made that determination? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. okay. Ultimately, however, it was a Discovery Ford 
determination? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And as the warranty administrator, it's your duty 
ultimately to say yes or no? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And in this partic~lar case you said no, it was not 
covered? 
A. Yes. 
Q. DO you recall who you spoke with for the basis for 
your determination? 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. IS there anyone that would remember or that would 
know? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. If your life depended on it and you had to find out 
that information, where would you go? 
A. I would talk to Dave Hopkins and Jerret Tucker. 
Q. All right. Where is Dave Hopkins? 
A. I would guess he is at work. 
Q. Does he still work there at Discovery Ford? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Has he been promoted or demoted? 
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A. Demoted on his choice. 
Q. what do you mean? 
A. He wanted to work less hours. 
Q. what position does he have now? 
A. service advisor. 
Q. what's the difference between a service advisor and 
a service manager? 
A. servi ce manager has 
a service advisor. 
puts in a lot more time than 
Q. okay. Next in the letter you state that "on 
september 29th, 2008, Tanner Mickelsen brought 
his" -- 2006 or "2008 Ford F-350 to our dealership 
for a steering concern." 
DO you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And was that accurate? 
A. Yes. 
Q. It says, "Our technician inspected the vehicle and 
determined that the drag link and steering was worn 
due to the lift that had been installed on the 
vehicle." 
HOW do you know that? 
A. I don't know that, the technician determined that. 
Q. well, why would you say that in your letter then? 
A. I stated, "Our technician inspected the vehicle and 
Page 
determined that the drag link and steering gear was 
worn due to the lift." I'm not the technician. 
Q. I understand. But if you're stating the technician 
made that determination, you must have had a 
conversation with the technician? 
A. That was two years ago. I don't remember. 
Q. okay. Well, would you have stated that if it were 
untrue? 
A. No, I would not state that. 
Q. And so that statement must have been based on 
something that you were aware of? 
A. From what the technician told, stated. 
Q. okay. And that conversation would have been with 
you? 
A. Or with the service manager. 
Q. okay. well, you had to acquire that information 
somehow because this is your letter. 
A. This is true. who exactly brought that information 
to me, I don't remember. 
Q. okay. 
A. That was two years ago. 
Q. SO what you're saying is the statement is true, you 
just don't recall how that you acquired it? 
A. Exactly. 
Q. okay. Next in your letter you stated that "Because 
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Laura Riley 
the lift is a modification to the original 
configuration of the vehicle and was determined to 
be the root cause of the concern, the repair is not 
covered by the bumper-to-bumper warranty." 
was that your determination? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And how do you know that the lift was a 
modification? 
A. Because it was aftermarket parts. 
Q. How do you know that? 
A. Because Ford does not put a lift kit on their 
vehicle. 
Q. And? 
A. The vehicle does not come lifted. 
Q. okay. And is this a problem that you see in other 
vehicles? 
A. Yes. 
Q. IS it a common problem? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q. HOW often would you say that the installation of a 
lift modification causes problems with a vehicle? 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, it 
calls for her to speculate. she is not qualified to 
make that determination. 
Q. 
A. 
Q. 
(By Mr. Rammell) Go ahead. 
I believe we've seen this three times. 
over what period of time? 
A. The two years. 
Q. Are they on any particular type of vehicle? 
A. Generally super Duty. Most people don't have their 
Ford FoCUS'S lifted. 
Q. And in your training that you received, does the 
installation of a nonFord part cause potential 
problems with the warrantability of a vehicle? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q. Explain that. 
A. If an aftermarket part causes a problem to the 
vehicle, that can cause -- that can affect the 
warrantability. If it's determined to be the root 
cause of the problem. 
Q. And do you know what, if any, effort was made to 
determine the root cause of the problem with the 
drag link and steering gear in Tanner Mickelsen's 
case? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Explain how based on your experience and knowledge 
as a warranty technician that a nonFord part can 
cause problems with a warranty claim. 
A. A nonFord air filter, if it is not -- if it breaks 
down and causes engine failure, the warranty would 
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Q. 
A 
not be covered. 
okay. IS that a mandatory not covered or is it a 
discretionary not covered? 
I don't understand. 
Q. well, do you or Ford or both insist that an item not 
be covered if it's related to a nonFord part or is 
it discretionary? 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object to the 
form of the question. 
A. What do you mean by discretionary? 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Meaning that it's your choice or 
someone else's choice, they can do it or not do it? 
MR. NALDER: Same objection. 
A. It is Ford's, I don't know the word there. Ford 
states if an aftermarket part or a nonFord part 
causes the failure it's not covered. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) I'm going to hand you what's been 
marked as deposition Exhibit 3. 
00 you recognize that document? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What is it? 
A. It is an excerpt from the warranty and policy 
manual. 
Q. And incidentally, that's an excerpt that you sent 
A. 
me, isn't it? 
Page 21 
Yes. 
MR. NALDER: Hang on just a second. 
Which are you referring, I have -- is it a two-page 
document? 
THE WITNESS: It's a two-page document. 
MR. NALDER: I'm with you then. 
(EXHIBIT No.2 MARKED.) 
(EXHIBIT NO.3 MARKED.) 
MR. RAMMELL: For the record, guys on the 
line, Exhibit 3 is the excerpt from the warranty and 
policy manual, which has previously been provided to 
counsel in discovery at summary judgment motions. 
Or responses thereto. And it consists of two pages. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Laura, where in this excerpt does 
it say that Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle was not 
covered? 
A. As far as what? 
Q. well, where does it explain why Tanner Mickelsen's 
vehicle was not covered by warranty when he brought 
it to Discovery Ford? 
A. In the other cancellation categories. Modification 
or alteration. 3, a fourth of the way down the page 
it states that: "vehicle has been modified or 
altered for performance enhancement (for example, 
chips, etc.), resulting in damage to engine, 
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Laura Riley 
transmission or other vehicle components." 
And again, is that an absolute policy, inflexible 
policy of Ford? 
AS far as I know, yes. 
Q. okay. Are there companies in which a vehicle that 
has been modified or altered can be covered by 
warranty in any event? 
A. Generally, no. 
Q. If it were who would be the one to make that 
determination? 
A. Ford. 
Q. sO do you have to get ahold of Ford then to get 
approval? 
A. AS far as? 
Q. yeah, covering something under warranty that's been 
modified. 
A. We now consult Ford, yes. 
Q. All right. Were there any communications between 
you and any person at Ford manufacturing regarding 
the vehicle that's the subject of this lawsuit? 
A. Not to my knowledge. 
Q. Did you ever have any communications with any person 
at Broadway Ford? 
A. No. 
Q. Tell me any communications you do recall between 
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yourself and anyone at Discovery Ford regarding the 
warrantability of the vehicle. 
A. I don't remember. 
Q. None? 
A. I mean j I I would have to guess. I don't know 
who I talked to two years ago. 
Q. well, I don't want you to guess, but I want you to 
tell me to your best recollection of what you recall 
that you spoke -- who you spoke with and what about. 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to interpose an 
objection. she has already said it would have to be 
a guess, so at this point any answer is going to be 
speculative on her part. 
MR. RAMMELL: well, I don't think it is. 
But --
MR. NALDER: I stated my objection. If 
she can answer the question, she can. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Go ahead. 
A. I would guess that I spoke with Dave Hopkins and 
Jerret Tucker. 
Q. And again. I'm not asking you to guess, I'm asking 
you to recall to the best of your memory any 
conversations or communications that you had 
regarding this particular vehicle? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object as well. 
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It's been asked and answered. 
MR NALDER: I wi 11 renew my obj ecti on 
A. I cannot remember who exactly I spoke to. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) And just that's where my problem --
the problem I'm having is that you use words like "I 
don't remember exactly." 
I'm not asking you exactly. I'm asking you to 
identify to the best of your memory. 
A. TO the best of my memory I would have spoken to Dave 
Hopkins or Jerret. 
(RECESS, 8:53 to 9:30 A.M.) 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) okay. We are back on the record. 
okay. We will move forward and finish up. Okay? 
Laura, I'm not trying to beat a dead horse 
here, but if you don't recall, that's fine. But 
what I want to know is to make sure that you don't 
recall conversations, if you do I want you to tell 
me what it is that you do recall. All right? 
A. okay. 
Q. And so what I'm asking is what figure do you recall 
from conversations from people at Discovery Ford 
regarding Tanner Mickelsenls vehicle? 
A. I can't recall any detail. 
Q. DO you remember having conversations? 
A. I cannot remember who exactly I spoke with. I'm 
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trying to think. 
Q. Just what is it that you recall then? 
MR. NALDER: And I'm going to object to 
the form of the question 
In light of what she has told us, you can answer. 
A. But that was a -- I remember talking to Leo and 
explaining what it was wasn't warrantable. And I 
know that I spoke to either Jerret or Dave, but at 
this point I can't tell you what one, if both. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Anything else? 
A. I really don't remember anything else. 
Q. And you don't recall the details of the conversation 
at all? 
A. I just know that the end result was that the lift 
kit was the root cause of the problem. And it 
wasn't anything that was Ford's fault. 
Q. All right. 
A. 50 to speak. 
Q. DO you recall anyone at Discovery Ford consulting 
that the lift kit was not the root cause of the 
problem? 
A. I do not. 
Q. I want to go back to your letter for a minute. 
A. uh-huh. 
Q. It's Exhi bi t 1. The 1 ast sentence states, "The 
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Laura Riley 
bumper-to-bumper warranty only covers repairs that 
are due to a defect in factory supplied materials or 
workmanship." 
DO you see that? 
A. yes. 
Q. And where do you how do you know that 
information? 
A. Because that is the Ford warranty policy. 
Q. That's what you've been trained and taught --
A. Yes. 
Q. -- to say? 
I'm going to hand you what's been marked as 
deposition exhibit, let's go with No.2 first here. 
A. okay. 
Q. what is that document? 
A. That's an Oasis report. 
Q. And that is a single -- two-page -- it's a two-page 
document that you have, Exhibit 2 is an oasis report 
consisting of two pages, and I will ask you, Laura) 
to clarify and explain some of this to me. 
But, as you look through, I'm also going to 
hand you deposition Exhibit 5, you have that in 
front of you now, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Looking through that document, can you find the same 
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oasis report for me in your Exhibit 5? 
And maybe it's not there, I had just assumed 
that it would be. But if it's not, then just tell 
me. 
A. It is not. 
Q. okay. Looking over this particular document, 
meaning Exhibit 2. 
A. Yes. 
Q. YOU will see at the top of that document that there 
is a VIN number. 
DO you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. IS that consistent with the VIN number on Tanner 
Mickelsen's vehicle? 
And you are welcome to look at Exhibit 5 if 
you want. 
A. Yes. 
Q. All right. what does deposition Exhibit 2 tell us? 
A. It tells us a lot of information. 
Q. okay. Let's agree that that 
A. It's 2008 F-series 350 crew cab 4 x 4, 6.4-liter 
diesel truck and automatic transmission. It tells 
us that it's dark blue pearl with AM/FM stereo, CD 
changer and a clock. 
What else do you want to know? 
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Q. What's the purpose of an oasis report? 
A. Generally, an oasis report is used to find out if 
there are any known concerns with the vehicle. 
Q. okay. NOW, under the vehicle information there is a 
warning messages section, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Explain what that is. 
A. If there are any particular warnings or known issues 
it would be listed there. 
MR. NALDER: Help me out. where are you 
referring to with the warning? 
THE WITNESS: The warning messages, if 
the warranty was canceled it would be stated there. 
MR. NALDER: I'm with you. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) All right. And before I ask you 
some more specific questions about this particular 
oasis report, is the oasis report something that any 
person can access? 
A. 
Q. 
A. 
Not usually. 
who has access to an oasis report? 
Technicians, generally Ford employees. 
Q. 00 you have to have a password to access the oasis 
database? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And is this something that's generally a business 
Page 
record that you rely on? 
A. As far as is this --
Q. The Discovery Ford relies on to have information 
about a vehicle such as Tanner Mickelsen's? 
A. Not this particular style of an oasis report. 
Q. okay. There is -- explain that to me. 
A. If you will refer to Exhibit s. 
Q. Okay. 
A. The last page of the oasis report that the service 
writers see. 
Q. Okay. The last page, just so we're clear, that's 
Bates number DIS 1045? 
A. Yes. 
Q. All right. Go ahead. 
A. Basically, this tells the service provider the 
warranty start date, to determine if something is 
warrantable due to time or mileage. 
Q. All right. And what does the last page tell us 
about this vehicle? 
A. It tells us a lot of the same stuff, it's a 2008 F 
series 350 with automatic transmission, warranty 
start date is 8-18 of 2007, warranty start mileage 
is 14,1495. 
Q. Is there something unusual about the Oasis report in 
the form of Exhibit 2? 
29 
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Laura Riley 
A. Nothing unusual. 
Q. IS it a form that you do review and review 
sometimes? 
A. sometimes. 
Q. All right. But the more normal data that you look 
at in the oasis database is that it's consistent 
with DIS 10457 
A. yes. 
Q. In Exhibit 5? 
A. Yes. 
Q. All right. AS a warranty technician, do you review 
oasis, the Oasis database regarding vehicles 
regularly? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q. If a warranty claim is issued do you refer to it? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q. IS it something you have access to that you can 
refer to? 
A. Yes. 
Q. All right. Getting back to this section titled 
warning Messages on this oasis database, it says, 
"CUDL - This vehicle has a closed CUDL region 
contact." 
DO you see that? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. what does that mean? 
A. That means it has a customer I can't remember the 
last two letters, the customer has called Ford 
customer service or a dealership has entered 
information into that database. 
Q. why would that be a warning? 
A. If a customer has repeat repairs, it may give more 
information in that CUDL report. 
Q. okay. In this particular case, did you review the 
CUDL report? 
A. I did not review it recently. 
Q. But you have in the past as providing these 
documents to counsel? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Very good. I'm going to hand you what's marked as 
deposition Exhibit 4, which were documents provided 
to me from Broadway Ford relating to the CUDL in 
this case. 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you see those? 
A. Yes. 
Q. They consist of or Exhibit 4 consists of five pages; 
is that accurate? 
A. Yes. 
Q. It appears to me that it is at least in part that 
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Exhibit 4 is consistent with portions of Exhibit 5. 
would you look at Exhibit 5 with me? 
A. Yes. 
(EXHIBIT No.4 MARKED.) 
(EXHIBIT NO.5 MARKED.) 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Are all the same CUDL reports that 
I provided to you in Exhibit 4 included in Exhibit 
5? 
A. They appear to be. 
Q. All right. You want you to look at page 1 of 1 of 
Exhibit 4? 
I want you to come down about halfway down, 
first letters on the left are "LEOCRC advised." 
A. Okay. 
Q. What is LE, what is it, LEOCRC? 
A. Leo. 
Q. Okay. And it states so Leo -- and what does CRC 
stand for? 
A. I believe it's customer representative. 
Q. Okay. So it says, Leo CRC advised: After reviewing 
the situation with your service manager, there are 
no warranties or other coverage available that would 
provide assistance." 
Do you see that? 
A. Yes, I do. 
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Q. Then it states, "We support the decision made by the 
dealership." 
What does all that mean? 
A. That means that Ford supported our decision. 
Q. Okay. HOW can you tell that? 
A. Because it says right there, "We support the 
decision made by the dealership." 
Q. And this oasis report would be prepared or created 
by whom? 
A. This one would have been prepared by Jaymie sheir. 
Q. okay. And did they ever contact your office other 
than Leo? 
A. I did not speak to them. 
Q. Okay. And so from this document we conclude that 
the Ford dealership also supported? 
A. Ford Motor Company. 
Q. Ford Motor Company. 
And that you supported Discovery Ford's 
conclusions? 
A. Yes. 
MR. NALDER: I will object as to the 
form. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) It goes on to state, "There are no 
warranties or other coverage available that would 
provide assistance. We support the decision made by 
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Laura Riley 
the dealership." There is a dash. "Advised 
customer," I suppose that's customer, "that Ford 
does not put lift kits on the VEH at the MFG plant, 
this would have been at the DLRSHP - advised 
customer to contact DLSHIP Discovery Ford, 1140 
south pioneer way, Moses Lake." 
Do you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Explain that to me. 
A. Advised the customer that Ford does not put lift 
kits on the vehicle at manufacturing plants, that 
would have been done at the dealership. Advised 
customer to contact their selling dealership. 
Q. why would they say that? 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, it 
calls for her to speculate. 
A. I would guess that they would tell him to contact 
the selling dealership to see if they would help him 
with the repairs. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) okay. And I don't want you to 
guess. Based on your training, experience and 
background as a warranty service technician, 
warranty service representative, what -- why would 
they say this? 
MR. NALDER: Same objection. 
Page 35 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I'll join. 
A. The best way for me to explain is if it was my 
customer, they sent them back to me and I wanted to 
keep the customer happy, I would help them with the 
repair. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Okay. All right. So was 
Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle ever repaired? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. was it repaired during the time that Tanner 
Mickelsen had it? 
A. Tanner Mickelsen did not authorize the repairs. 
Q. okay. And do you know why he didn't? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. But Discovery Ford declined to honor the warranty on 
the vehicle on Tanner's vehicle because of the lift 
kit that was installed by Broadway Ford; is that 
accurate? 
A. Discovery Ford did not honor the warranty on this 
repair because of the lift kit. 
Q. okay. Do you know why the lift -- why lifts are 
installed on trucks as opposed to Escorts as you 
said earlier? 
A. customer preference. 
Q. Assuming the customer didn't ask for it, why are 
lifts installed? 
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MR. NALDER: Object, it's not relevant. 
And it calls for her to speculate as to why. 
A. I haven't got a clue why they would install lift 
kits. They are tall enough as they are. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) okay. You said back in your 
testimony earlier that you've seen this problem, 
meaning the problem like Tanner Mickelsen's three 
times in the last couple of years. 
DO you recall that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. AS warranty -- the warranty technician, can you 
explain why this seems to be a problem? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. And in those instances, does Discovery Ford always 
decline warranty coverage? 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, I'm not 
sure I understand the question. 
A. Yeah. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Thanks. I agree. 
In instances where a lift modification is 
perceived to be a problem, relating to a vehicle 
that's brought to Discovery Ford, does Discovery 
Ford always decline to do warranty repairs on those 
vehicles? 
A. Again, you're saying warranty repairs in general. 
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which doesn't apply. 
Q. Explain where there is a difference. 
A. warranty repairs are any warranty repairs, we're 
talking only the repairs regarding this particular 
case where the lift kit caused the problem. only 
that repair was denied. since Tanner Mickelsen's, 
we contact Ford on any questionable case and have 
them make the determination. 
Q. Did you feel that this was a questionable case? 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, it 
calls for her to speculate. She has already said 
that she didn't inspect the vehicle and relied on 
others for that information. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I'll join. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) GO ahead. 
A. I'm not a technician. I would have to go with what 
they tell me. 
Q. All right. You had indicated, however, that in 
questionable cases you would contact Ford, right? 
A. with photographs or whatever information I need to 
send them. 
Q. was any of that did any of that occur in this 
particular instance? 
A. NO, it did not. 
Q. Can we tell from your documents in Exhibit 5 if 
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Laura Riley 
Tanner's -- or if the vehicle with the VIN number 
that's associated with this case was ever repaired 
by Discovery Ford after the warranty repair on the 
steering gear and drag link were defined? 
MR. DIGIACINTO; I'll object to the form. 
If you've got a specific document in mind, by all 
means. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) You're welcome to recover 
Exhibit 5. 
A. Yes, it was. 
Q. where do you see that? Identify the documents for 
me within Exhibit 5 that show that it was repaired. 
A. DIS 1043. 
Q. NOW, about DIS 1014, is that applicable as well or 
is that a repair order? 
A. That does not apply. 
Q. okay. All right. Let's look at DIS 1043. 
What else does this tell us about what 
happened to Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle after he was 
the owner of it? 
A. well, it tells us that it was repaired. 
Q. Does it tell us who was the owner of the vehicle at 
the time? 
A. Yes. Even though that information is left off 
from -- that information has been redacted. 
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correct, yes. 
Q. IS that information that shows up on the left-hand 
side of that document? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And so we know from that Tanner wasn't the owner of 
the vehicle at that time, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. We also know that the mileage on the vehicle at that 
time was 29,274 miles. 
DO you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. can you explain to me why the vehicle was repaired 
apparently under warranty at this time? 
A. I cannot. 
Q. you and I have had a conversation at one point, and 
you had indicated that if someone were to have 
replaced the lift on the vehicle, that the vehicle 
could then be repaired under warranty. 
DO you recall that? 
A. Possibly. 
Q. why would it have allowed it to have been repaired? 
Let me be more specific. why would putting or 
taking the lift off or putting Ford original parts 
pack on the vehicle allow the vehicle to have been 
repaired under warranty? 
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A. I can't answer that. 
Q. Why not? 
A. Because I don't understand exactly what you're 
asking me. 
Q. Okay. well, you indicated that if the lift kit were 
removed and Ford original parts were put back on the 
vehicle, but then it could be offered up under 
warranty, correct? 
A. That could be. 
Q. And so I want to know how that happens? 
A. I'm not sure, I'm still not understanding what 
you're saying here. 
Q. How is it that removing the lift and putting Ford 
original parts back on the vehicle would allow the 
vehicle to then be covered under warranty? 
A. Let me ask you. If I have my vehicle, if I have a 
lift on it and I take it to Timbuktu Ford and they 
say it's not warrantable because it has a lift on 
and I take it and have the lift taken off. It's 
right back to Ford parts; it's looking like it's 
original. 
Then I take it to Timbukthree Ford and say I 
have a problem, can they warranty that repair. If 
there is no sign of the lift then you can't 
determine that the lift is the problem at that time. 
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It's just like if the evidence goes away, then 
you don't have a case. 
Q. uh-huh. 
A. If you understand that. 
Q. And do you know if that happened in this instance? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Would there be any record or information that would 
tell us if it did? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. But you do agree with me that at 29,274 miles the 
vehicle with the same VIN number as Tanner 
Mickelsen's vehicle was repaired and specifically 
that the steering gear and drag link were repaired 
and replaced, under warranty at Discovery Ford? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you have anything to do with this warranty 
claim? 
A. I submitted the claim. 
Q. can you explain why you wouldn't have noticed that 
this vehicle was the same as Tanner's vehicle, that 
it had been denied under warranty before? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object to 
foundation. 
You can go ahead and answer. 
A. First of all, when I get the paperwork I don't 
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Laura Riley 
necessarily see the vehicle. I don't know one 
vehicle from another. The oasis report that I have 
gives me no information to even question him. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) And this oasis report you're 
looking at is the last page, right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. All right. And you say it had no information to 
question it? 
A. Exactly. 
Q. okay. Go ahead. 
A. From there, I can't say whose vehicle it was. And I 
don't always have the time to search and find out 
who owned every vehicle that's been in Discovery 
Ford. 
Q. All right. Have you had any conversations with 
anyone at oiscovery Ford regarding the subsequent 
repair under warranty of the same vehicle that was 
denied warranty coverage earlier? 
A. HOW so? 
Q. well, I just want to know what, if any, 
conversations you had regarding that point? 
A. Just since the -- the requests for the information 
came up. 
Q. And what conversations did you have and with whom? 
A. Just kind of going over what happened. 
Q. with who? 
A. with Dave Hopkins, Jacie Daschel. 
Q. Who is Jacie Daschel? 
A. owner and principal. 
Q. okay. And what have they told you? 
A. Nothing, we just reviewed what happened. 
Q. And what, if any, conclusions were reached? 
A. I don't know what conclusions they reached. 
Page 43 
Q. As part of your conversation with them I want to 
know what -- what the discussion was and what 
conclusions were reached about why this vehicle was 
not repaired when Tanner had it and it was repaired 
afterwards? 
A. We did not discuss that exactly. 
Q. okay. 
A. We just -- she asked me what I knew about the --
about this. That's all we discussed. Any 
conclusions she made was after my conversation with 
her. 
Q. And were you part of those conclusions? 
A. No. 
Q. was there anything that you were told or that you 
said to the people that were part of this discussion 
you just described that you haven't told me about? 
A. NO 
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Q. And by "told me about," I mean today in this 
deposition proceeding? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
Q. okay. I want you to look through Exhibit 5 a little 
bit more and tell me if there are any documents that 
specifically relate to your work at Discovery Ford? 
A. As far as? 
Q. AS far as your job as the warranty technician --
warranty administrator, excuse me~ 
A. I'm not sure I'm understanding what you're asking. 
Q. Okay. sorry if it's unclear. 
What I want to know is are there any specific 
documents in Exhibit 5 that you either created, or 
are specifically aware of, or that you feel are 
particularly pertinent to your testimony as warranty 
administrator? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object as to form 
on the compound question. 
But you can go ahead and answer. 
A. The letter to Mr. cheney. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) That's Exhibit I, right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. All right. okay. 
A. The pages from the warranty and policy manual. 
Q. That's Exhibit 3 or 2? 
A. I believe it's 3. 
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MR. NALDER: Tell me what those are 
again, what did you say? 
THE WITNESS: The letter from Mr. cheney, 
the pages from the warranty and policy manual, which 
is Exhibit 3. Several of the repair orders I would 
have submitted for warranty claims. AS in payment, 
DIS 1021. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) And would you please identify each 
one that you believe you would have submitted? 
A. DIS 1021 is a warranty invoice for a radiator 
repair, a replace. 
Q. okay. And what would be the significance of that 
document? 
A. It's warrantable repair. 
Q. And was this a warranty repair that was done prior 
to the steeri ng 
A. This was done while Tanner Mickelsen owned the 
vehicle. 
Q. This was done when the vehicle had 9,545 miles? 
A. Yes, DIS 1023 is another invoice, warranty invoice 
for a second radiator replacement also done while 
Mr. Mickelsen owned the vehicle at 15,346 miles. 
And DIS 1041 is another invoice for repairs 
that were performed after Tanner Mickelsen owned the 
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Laura Riley 
vehicle. 
Q. After he owned the vehicle? 
A. yes. 
MR. NALDER: YOU mean while he owned or 
after it was sold to the new owner? 
THE WITNESS: After Tanner Mickelsen 
owned it. 
MR. NALDER: While it was owned by the 
new owner? 
THE WITNESS: Actually, while it was 
owned by Discovery Ford. Before it was owned by the 
new owner. And the last one is 1043 is an invoice 
that was submitted for warranty as well for the 
steering repair. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Do you recall how Discovery Ford 
acquired this vehicle? 
A. I do not. Buy or sell vehicles, I do not know. 
Q. can we take just a quick break and I may be done? 
A. Dkay. 
MR. RAMMELL: Thank you, Laura, that's 
all I have at this time. 
MR. NALDER: I have some questions. 
THE WITNESS: okay. 
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EXAMINATION 
BY MR. NALDER: 
Q. I'm sorry, but I'm going to have to replow some of 
the same ground by asking some more detailed 
questions so I have a full picture of what took 
place. 
A. okay. 
Q. YOU indicated that you had been four years with 
Discovery Ford Honda? 
A. Five years with Discovery Ford Honda; four years as 
warranty administrator. 
Q. when if you can recall by month and/or year did you 
start with the Discovery Ford Honda? 
A. April 11, 2005. 
Q. And when did you start as the warranty 
administrator? 
A. In -- actually, exactly a year later. 
Q. so that would be April 11th, 2006? 
A. Yes. 
Q. So you had been a warranty administrator for a 
little over two years, two and a half years when 
Tanner brought his vehicle in, and Discovery Ford 
declined to repair the drag link and steering gear 
box under warranty? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. And would you have you told us everything that you 
do as a warranty administrator? 
A. There is kind of a lot to it. I'm not just a 
warranty administrator, I'm also a dispatcher, so. 
Q. What does that mean? 
A I give the technicians their jobs. 
Q. okay. So if a customer comes in and has a problem 
you assign the inspection and the repair to a 
particular technician? 
A. Depending on the problem. 
Q. okay. IS there some scope of problems that you 
don't address or are not qualified to address when a 
customer comes in such that someone else make the 
admission? 
A. oh, no, no, no. 
Q. Let me ask it this way: Do you have any actual 
training as a mechanic or a technician? 
A. I do. 
Q. Tell me what that is. 
A. I have an AA degree in automotive. 
Q. Tell me, what is an AA degree in associate? 
A. A two-year degree is an associate's degree in 
automotive technology. 
Q. And where did you get that? 
A. Big Bend. 
Q. Big Bend? 
A. 
Q. 
A. 
Q. 
A. 
Uh-huh, graduated in 2002. 
And is Big Bend a community college? 
Yes. 
Sorry, I'm just not from around here. 
That's okay. 
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Q. okay. And do you have any particular training with 
respect to steering gear boxes or drag links? 
A. I do not in particular in general, yes, it's part of 
the curriculum. 
Q. when you say "in general," do you mean you know what 
they are and how they work? 
A. I know what they are and how they work. 
Q. Do you have any particular training in the area of 
whether or not a lift installed on a Ford F-350 
diesel truck will or will not cause extensive wear 
to the drag link or steering box? 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, form. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) I just want to know whether you have 
that training? 
A. I do not personally have that training. 
Q. And the reason I ask is I want to make absolutely 
clear that on Exhibit 1 when you indicated that it's 
your responsibility to determine the warrantability 
of repairs at this dealership, you at least with 
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Laura Riley 
respect to the drag link and steering gear box 
repair for Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle had to rely on 
someone else to provide that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. You did not do that independently? 
A. I did not. 
Q. when you were the service advisor at James Chevrolet 
were you doing any hands-on mechanic work? 
A. NO. 
Q. Have you ever worked for someone and done hands-on 
mechanic work? 
A. Yes. 
Q. oid you focus on any particular area? 
A. NO. 
Q. And where and when did you do hands-on mechanic 
work? 
A. I worked at a small independent shop in Ephrata. 
Q. what was it called, if you remember? 
A. The shop. 
Q. The shop. 
Did you quit, terminated, what? 
A. I left there to go back to school for another year. 
Q. okay. Back to school? 
A. At Big Bend. 
Q. For your AA? 
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A. NO. Actually, for business degree 
Q. okay. You already had your associate's degree? 
A. Yes. 
Q. okay. And during that time period, do you have a 
recollection of working on drag links or steering 
gear boxes for Ford F-350 trucks? 
A. NO, I do not. 
Q. so would it be fair to say that you've never worked 
on a Ford F-350 diesel --
A. NO, I have not. 
Q. Hang on a second. Diesel truck as it relates to the 
steering gear box and drag link? 
A. NO, I have not. 
Q. okay. NOW, you said that there was a personality 
conflict between you and someone else at James 
Chevrolet when you were working there as a service 
advi sor. 
A. Yes. 
Q. were you given the option of either resigning or 
being fired or were you actually fired from that? 
A. I was fi red. 
Q. And who was it that fired you? 
A. MY service manager fired me. 
Q. And who was that? 
A. Rich Archer. 
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Q. And is he here in Moses Lake still? 
A. I couldn't tell you. 
Q. Not too concerned about where he is, are you? 
A. (Shakes head.) 
Q. Is that a no? 
A. I know that it was not his decision. 
Q~ Whose decision was it? 
A. The general manager's. 
Q. And who is that? 
A. Mike Fuller. 
Q. Is he still around? 
A. I do not know. He comes and goes. 
Q. okay. YOU said that you took all of Ford's training 
regarding warranty. 
A. Yes. 
Q. You also mentioned that some of it was online. 
Was all of it online? 
A. The majority of it is online, yes. 
Q. Do you recall actually going offsite for any 
training? 
A. NO, I did not. Not for Ford. 
Q. Okay. so all of your Ford training would have been 
online? 
A. online or through Ford STARS. 
Q. What's Ford STARS? 
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training is so we know? 
A. I would be happy to print you a training history. 
Q. okay. would you mind doing that and sending the 
training history back at the next deposition? 
A. okay. 
Q. Thanks. 
You indicated that you didn't recall taking 
any off -- or any online classes in warranty 
training during the last year. 
Did you have any better recollection of how 
long it's been since you last did that training? 
A. I do not remember how long. 
Q. would the STARS report that you're going to print 
for us reveal that to us? 
A. It will indicate. 
Q. okay. Thanks. 
will it also tell what were the particular 
areas you were trained in? In other words, will it 
show a date and what kind of warranty training you 
got? 
A. It will tell you the name of the STARS, of the last 
class and the date. 
Q. okay. 
A. And the majority of them from the name you can tell 
ng. 
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Q. And are those taken as a group or do you just do 
that individually? 
A. It can be taken as a group. Depends on who needs 
the training. 
Q. Did you take the training individually or in a 
group? 
A. Yes, individually. 
Q. okay. So there wasn't anyone there to monitor? 
A. NO. 
Q. Did you have to take a test at the end? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And was it a written test or online test? 
A. online test. 
Q. You mentioned a star, or stars? 
A. STARS. 
Q. IS that information about your training accessible 
on STARS? 
A. As far as? 
Q. For example, if somebody wanted to look on STARS, 
and see what your training was, could you do that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. If my client and I and everyone else in letter 
agreed to keep that confidential, would you 
authorize us to look at it and see what your 
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Now, there was some discussion about how many 
warranty claims per month occur at Discovery Ford. 
YOU initially said you didn't know, that it would be 
a guess. And then Rammell got you to give what he 
called a general average of 200. 
A. okay. 
Q. Is that anything more than a guess? 
A. Not really. The question that I guess I probably 
should have clarified is he asked me all warranty 
claims, or is he wanting just bumper-to-bumper 
warranty claims or do you want recall numbers as 
well? Because recalls are warranty as well. 
Q. Yeah. Let me be a little more specific. 
with respect to warranty claims that are 
nonrecall claims on Ford trucks, do you have any 
idea of how many you do per month? 
A. On Ford trucks only? 
Q. Yes. or would you just be guessing again? 
A. I would still have to guess. I don't have any way 
to keep exact record of that. 
Q. Can you give us a general average using Mr. 
Rammell's word of what, I guess what I'm asking for 
is your best, best guess? 
A. Just the warranty repairs on Ford trucks, I would 
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guess 20 a month. 
Q. And of that 20 a month I think you said that you 
only did three repairs pertaining to a drag link 
and/or guaranty steering gear was less excessively 
worn due to a lift during the past two years; was 
that accurate? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you do other drag link and/or steering gear box 
repairs on Ford Trucks? 
A. Yes 
Q. without a 1 ift? 
A. Yes, we have. 
Q. And of those three that had the lift and drag link 
and steering gear box problems, can you tell me 
whether any of those three were repaired under 
warranty, or were they all three denied as warranty 
repai rs? 
A. I can't tell you that. I don't know that 
information. do know that we've worked on 
multiple trucks with the lift and with various 
issues with steering. And some of were warrantable 
and some are not. 
Q. And you say that it is your responsibility to 
determine the warrantability of repairs at Discovery 
Ford with respect to those that are and those that 
and/or technician tells you? 
A. Yes. 
Q. okay. And that would be true in this case as well? 
A. Yes. 
Q. so you didn't really make any determination in this 
case as to the warrantability of repairs on Tanner 
Mickelsen's truck, you just took the information 
that the technician and/or service manager told you 
and then indicated it was not a warrantable claim? 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, form. Including 
misstates the testimony and compound question. 
A. Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Did misstate the testimony or do 
you need to clarify that? 
A. I would need -- I don't understand what he --
Q. Let me rephrase it. 
Did you do anything to try to determine for 
yourself of your own personal knowledge, whether or 
not the drag link or the steering gear box on Tanner 
Mickelsen's vehicle was worn as a result of or 
caused by the lift? 
A. I personally did not look at the vehicle. 
Q. okay. so your answer would be any determination 
concerning the cause and effect between the steering 
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Laura Riley 
gear box and the drag link wear and/or steering gear 
box wear was not something you had anything to do 
with? 
A. I did not, no. 
Q. We have talked about the name of the new purchaser 
of this vehicle being redacted. would you look at 
Exhibit 5? The last page, 1045. Right at the top 
it has the name Manuel Moreno. 
That's the purchaser, isn't it? 
A. would have to assume so. 
Q. okay. And I will just tell you that's the 
information that I've obtained from other sources. 
If -- will you agree that you will consult 
with your counsel and determine whether or not you 
can disclose to me his current address? 
A. we will discuss that. 
Q. I don't I don't want you to be revealing anything 
that would put -- pose any potential legal liability 
for you, but I would like to have his address so 
that I can talk to him. 
A. okay. 
Q. NOW, you said Exhibit 5 contained all of the 
documents that Discovery Ford has concerning this 
particular truck. 
A. okay. 
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is I'm not seeing any sale 
documents with these. In other words, I'm not 
seeing any documents by which Discovery Ford 
acquired this truck at auction, I'm not seeing any 
documents by which they sold the truck to a third 
party. 
Do you know whether there are any other 
documents that are going to be brought by any other 
witness today that will provide that information? 
A. I do not know that. 
MR. NALDER: Let's go off the record for 
just a second. 
(OFF THE RECORD.) 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Now, with respect to Exhibit I, it's 
my understanding that Tanner Mickelsen -- and I'm 
looking at the second sentence of Exhibit I, where 
it says, "on september 29, 2008, Tanner Mickelsen 
brought his 2008 Ford F-350 to our dealership for a 
steering concern. 
Do you know what that steering concern was? 
A. I do not know what that concern was. 
Q. okay. Except by reading the document that you've 
been provided, by reading the document someone else 
prepared? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. okay. And in reviewing those documents do you have 
a sense as you sit here today of how pervasive or 
what the dynamics of that steering problem were? 
A. As far as? 
Q. well, was it pulling to the left, to the right? Was 
it jumping into the oncoming lane as he was driving? 
Was it totally undriveable? 
I'm just trying to find out if you know of 
your own personal knowledge of the character of that 
steering problem. 
A. NO) I donlt know. 
Q. Did you ever talk to Tanner Mickelsen personally? 
A. I do not remember. 
Q. You might have, but you just don't know? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. The third sentence says, "our technician inspected 
the vehicle and determined that the drag link and 
steering gear was worn due to the lift that had been 
installed on the vehicle." 
As I understand your testimony, you don·t 
recall who that technician was? 
A. The technician that worked on the vehicle was Jerret 
Tucker. 
Q. But do you recall having conversations with Jerret 
or from someone else who told 
1ge 
and steering gear box was worn 
A. I do remember a conversation to that effect. I do 
not remember who I spoke with. 
Q. okay. Do you know whether Leo ever inspected this 
truck? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Do you know whether when the technician inspected 
the truck, whether the drag link and gear box was 
taken off the truck and inspected or was it just put 
up on a hoist and looked at? 
A. I don't know that. 
Q. Now, the first sentence of the second paragraph on 
Exhibit 1 says, "Because the lift is a modification 
to the original configuration of the vehicle and was 
determined to be the root cause of the concern, 
there the repair was not covered by the 
bumper-to-bumper warranty." 
A. Okay. 
Q. What I want to know is, was it from this I assume 
that there was no suggestion to you by anyone that 
the larger than stock tires or larger rims had 
anything to do with the steering gear box or drag 
link wear? 
A. That was not mentioned to me. 
Q. No one ever said that to you? 
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Laura Riley 
A. No one said that to me. 
Q. Did anyone ever tell you that the steering gear box 
had failed in any way so as to cause wear on the 
gear box or the drag link? 
A. No one told me that. 
Q. okay. So if I'm understanding your testimony 
correctly, someone else told you that the repair was 
not covered by the warranty, that is, the drag link 
and the steering gear box repair was not covered 
because the wear was caused by the lift? 
A. Yes. 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, form, misstates 
the testimony. 
~lR. DIGIACINTO: I wi 11 j oi n. 
MR. NALDER: Well, you tell me. 
MR. RAMMELL: well, she earlier stated 
she told them it wasn't covered by warranty, that's 
the objection. It's the question of wherein who is 
making the determination. 
MR. NALDER: I'm with you. 
Q. (BY Mr. Nalder) Did anyone suggest to you that this 
should not be a covered repair under warranty or was 
that solely your determination? 
A. It was a combined determination. It was not my 
personally, because I'm not a Ford 
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ed technician, I'm not used to seeing wear 
patterns or damages caused by other things. The 
technicians are Ford, most of them are authorized, 
certified and have seen this sort of problem before 
so they know What's what causes what problems. 
Q. DO you recall anyone explaining to you what peculiar 
or particular characteristics existed with respect 
to the steering gear box or the drag link that 
suggested to them that the lift was the cause of 
that wear? 
A. I do not recall anyone giving me specifics. 
Q. Just a general statement that the wear is caused by 
the lift? 
A. Yes. 
Q. NOW, just so I understand. You had made a statement 
when you were explaining to Mr. Rammell in answer to 
one of your questions you said if the lift is gone 
you can't tell if the lift caused the drag link 
problem. 
DO you remember that? 
A. I do. 
Q. If Tanner Mickelsen had brought this truck in 
without a lift on it, would it have been a covered 
repair for the gear box and drag link under 
warranty? 
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MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object that it 
calls for speculation. 
You can go ahead and answer. 
A. I would assume that it would. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Then let's talk a little bit about 
the oasis report. 
A. okay. 
Q. It's Exhibit No.2, and Exhibit No.2 was not part 
of your Exhibit 5. 
A. correct. 
Q. You told me you hadn't had an abbreviated report 
which is the last page in Exhibit 5, NO. 1045, 
correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. would you agree with me that the same parts and same 
diagnosis was made for the November II, 2009 repair 
to Mr. Moreno's vehicle as was for the denial of the 
warranty claim in September of 2008 for Mr. 
Mickelsen's vehicle? 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, lack of 
foundation, speculation. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will join. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Let's track it back then, take a 
look at Exhibit 5, No. 1045. 
Do you see that? 
Page 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is there anything on that document that would alert 
anyone to the fact that there had been a denied 
warranty claim for the drag link and steering gear 
box or the front end suspension? 
A. The only thing on this page would alert them to 
anything is the fact that satisfies this vehicle has 
a closed CUDL region contact. 
Q. Okay. And what is Discovery Ford's practice, or at 
least your practice when you're evaluating a claim 
for warrantability or nonwarrantability when you see 
that sort of a statement? 
A. Generally, when we see that sort of a statement, I 
check CUDL. 
Q. You check the CUDL? 
A. The CUDL. 
Q. And did you do that before the November II, 2009 
repair of Mr. Moreno's vehicle? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. If you had reviewed the oasis CUDL report, you would 
have seen those documents that show up as Exhibit 4, 
correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. sO you would have known that there had been a prior 
denial of a warranty claim involving the drag link 
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Laura Riley 
or steering gear? 
A. Yes. 
Q. was it simply not your practice or the practice of 
Discovery Ford not to review those closed CUDL 
reports? 
A. It is possible that at the time that it came in that 
CUDL was down for updates. 
Q. so somebody 
A. And we were not able to access the documents. 
Q. Let me ask it another way. If a warranty claim is 
denied, why does that not show up under the warning 
messages of the oasis report? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. well, if we look at Exhibit 2 under warning 
messages, there was nothing that would alert you 
that there had been a prior denial' of the warranty 
claim, correct? 
A. There is not. 
Q. If there has been a warranty claim that has been 
denied, should that information be entered on the 
oasis report? 
A. That is not my decision to make. 
Q. Whose decision is it? 
A. Ford's. 
Q. well, whose decision was it as of september and 
october of 2008? 
A. AS far as? 
Q. AS far as who made that decision? 
A. Which decision? 
Q. The decision to deny a warranty claim for a 
particular part? 
What I'm trying to find out is: When 
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Tanner Mickelsen brought this vehicle in september 
of 2009 and Discovery Ford said this is a denied 
claim because of the lift, isn't that information 
supposed to show up under the warning messages of 
the oasis report? 
A. No, because it didn't cancel the entire warranty. 
Q. oh, so your testimony would be that warning messages 
would pertain only to cancellation of the entire 
vehicle bumper-to-bumper warranty? 
A. NO. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object, that 
misstates the testimony. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) I'm just asking for clarification. 
If someone comes in and a component part on a Ford 
truck cannot be repaired because of a determination 
whether by Discovery Ford or by Ford Motor Company 
that that particular repair is not covered by a 
warranty, shouldn't that information show up under 
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the warning messages on oasis report? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: objection, calls for 
speculation. 
But you can go ahead. 
A. (By Mr Nalder) once again, that is not my decision 
to make, that is up to Ford to put that information 
there. when we denied the warranty we only denied 
it for that particular repair, not on a vehicle 
system, not on an engine, not on the enti re vehicle, 
only for that repair. 
Q. okay. $0 if I understand correctly, when Discovery 
Ford denied the warranty claim of Tanner Mickelsen 
it only related to the steering gear box and the 
drag link, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Nothing else? 
A. Nothing else. 
Q. SO if Tanner Mickelsen were to suggest that the 
whole vehicle was out of warranty when somebody put 
a lift on, that wouldn't be accurate? 
A. That would not be accurate. 
Q. And if Tanner Mickelsen were to contend that the 
whole suspension system was out of warranty because 
the lift had been put on, that wouldn't be accurate 
either? 
A. That would not be accurate. 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, lack of 
foundation, speculation. 
'age 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) So just to make sure I'm crystal 
clear, someone made a determination that the drag 
link repair and the steering gear box repair on 
Tanner Mickelsen's truck was not covered under the 
bumper-to-bumper warranty. correct? 
MR. RAMMELL: objection, lack of 
foundation, speculation, misstates the evidence 
the testimony. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Is that correct? 
A. Someone made that determination, yes. 
Q. Was it someone at Discovery Ford? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And as I understand your testimony, it was you who 
had the ultimate responsibility for making that 
determination, correct? 
A. correct. 
Q. And you base that determination solely on what 
others told you about the condition of the drag link 
and the steering gear box and the truck? 
A. Yes 
Q. okay. NoW, you've said that now -- that is at the 
present time -- after Tanner Mickelsen's 
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Laura Riley 
circumstance, Discovery Ford gets input or puts the 
decision upon Ford Motor Company; did I understand 
that correctly? 
A. Yes. 
Q. $0 how does it work now? If let'S suppose Tanner 
Mickelsen were to bring his truck in today with this 
problem as opposed to in September of 2008, how 
would that be handled from a warranty perspective? 
A. We would contact Ford Motor company. 
Q. After somebody thought that the lift might have 
caused --
A. Yes. 
Q. -- excessive wear? 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, form. 
Q. (BY Mr. Nalder) And would Ford Motor Company send a 
representative out? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q. Tell me what would take place, if you know. 
A. We would contact Ford and ask them where we went 
from there. We have the ability to send digital 
photos if we need to. 
Q. Did anybody take any photos of the drag link or 
steering gear box on Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle in 
2008? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
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Q. Did anyone save or retain the drag link or steering 
gear box from Tanner Mickelsen's truck when the drag 
link and steering gear box were replaced on November 
11, 2009? 
A. We would have kept it for warranty. 
Q. okay. And where would those be now? 
A. Depends on if warranty wanted the parts or not. 
Q. And explain that to me. 
A. In some Fords are -- some parts are requested by 
Ford, some are not. If they told us to scrap the 
parts, we would have scrapped them. 
Q. How would we know whether you scrapped the parts or 
retained them or sent them to Ford? I mean, I would 
think that there would be some sort of paper trail. 
A. I'm not sure where you look, but I know that there 
should be a way to find out. 
Q. But that is not in Exhibit 5 of the documents that 
pertain to this truck? 
A. No. 
Q. okay. Did anyone tell you that the drag link or 
steering gear box was being retained? 
A. NO. 
Q. Are you familiar with the configuration of a drag 
link being similar to that part that was on Tanner 
Mickelsen's truck? 
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A. Very vaguely. 
Q. Do you know whether it has surfaces or places where 
it can be greased, anything like that? 
A. I do not. 
Q. How about the steering gear box? Are you familiar 
with the steering gear box on the Ford F-350 2007 
diesel? 
A. Again, only vaguely. 
Q. Do you know whether the steering gear box is in an 
enclosed case? 
A. I do not know that. 
Q. Did you do anything to reinstate the warranty for 
the drag link or the steering gear box on Tanner 
Mickelsen's truck after it was purchased at the 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
auction by Discovery Ford? 15 
MR. DIGIACINTD: I will object that it 
produces facts that aren't in evidence. Foundation, 
but go ahead. 
A. The warranty wasn't canceled. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) okay. And that's what I'm trying to 
understand. 
Was it not canceled with respect to the repair 
of the drag link and the steering gear box? 
A. AS far as? 
Q. well, I will just cut to the chase. Tanner 
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Mickelsen comes into Discovery Ford on 
September 29th of 2008 and Discovery Ford says, You 
got a problem with wear of your drag link and 
problem with wear of your steering gear box and it's 
not under warranty because it was caused by the lift 
installed on the truck. 
Correct so far? 
A. Correct. 
Q. Okay. Then I'll just represent to you that 
Tanner Mickelsen's truck was thereafter repossessed, 
sold at auction and repurchased by Discovery Ford 
and then sold to Mr. Manuel Moreno, Jr. 
A. okay. 
Q. Okay. On November 11, 2009, Mr. Moreno comes back 
into Discovery Ford and the drag link and the 
steering gear box are repaired by Discovery Ford and 
replaced under warranty. 
A. okay. 
Q. What I'm trying to find out is how does that happen? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. who would know if you don't? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Did someone inspect the vehicle when Mr. Moreno 
brought it in for the November 11, 2009 problem? 
A. I would assume so. 
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Q. can you tell from the documents that we have in 
Exhibit 5 who that was and reference me to the page 
number on Exhibit 5, if you would? 
A. DIS 1043 and 1044. 
Q. who was the -- who was the technician based on those 
documents? 
A. Jerret Tucker. 
Q. So the very same technician who on september 29th of 
2008 inspected Tanner Mickelsen's truck and said it 
was the drag link and warranty -- or drag link and 
steering gear box were out of warranty because of 
the lift, and then a little over a year later those 
same parts are replaced under warranty on the same 
truck, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And it's the same technician both times? 
A. It appears to be. 
Q. And can you look at 1000, that's DIS 1043 on Exhibit 
5. It has somethi ng that says, "Delivery mil es, 
28,130. " 
Is that the mileage that existed on this truck 
when Mr. Moreno took possession of it? 
MR. RAMMEll: Where are you at, lance? 
MR. NAlDER: Page 1043 of Exhibit 5. 
A. I would have to assume so. 
Page 75 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) So at the time it was sold to Mr. 
Moreno it had 28,130 miles on it? 
A. okay. 
Q. And then at the time of the replacement of the drag 
link and steering gear box how many miles were on 
it? 
A. 29,274. 
Q. so 1,144 miles, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. would it seem reasonable to you based on your 
experience, that if somebody had put a new drag link 
and steering gear box on this truck at the time that 
Mr. Moreno took possession of it, that the lift 
would have caused the wear on the of the drag 
link and the steering gear box in 1,144 miles? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: Object, it calls for 
speculation based on her experience and knowledge. 
A. I don't know. 
Q. (BY Mr. Nalder) What changed about the Ford or about 
Discovery Ford's policy of making the warrantability 
determination yourself, as opposed to making the 
warranty, warrantability determination through 
contacting Ford Motor Company? 
A. I don't knowo 
Q. Were you just told one day from now on if there 
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is -- if there is a question it goes to Ford? 
A. Yes. 
Q. When was that, roughly? 
A. I can't tell you exactly. 
Q. Roughly when you were told? 
A. I would guess the first of 2009. 
Q. Before Mr. Moreno's truck had its drag link and 
steering gear box replaced? 
A. Yes. 
Q. So do you know whether at the time Mr. Moreno bought 
this truck if Ford was contacted as to whether or 
not this was a warrantable repair? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. would Discovery Ford defer to Ford Motor company for 
that type of determination, is there any sort of 
paper trail? 
A. There is usually a technician, tech assistant's 
report. 
Q. SO from your testimony thus far, if I understand it 
correctly, since no one logged the denied claim for 
Tanner Mickelsen onto the oasis report, Tanner 
Mickelsen could have had somebody take the lift off, 
taken it to another dealership and had it repaired 
under warranty? 
A. Tanner Mickelsen also could have taken it to another 
Page 77 
dealership and gotten another opinion. 
Q. okay. Isn't the purpose of the oasis report and the 
requirement to record denied warranty claims to keep 
customers from shopping the warrantability of 
repairs? 
A. NO. The purpose of the oasis report is to show the 
warrantability of the vehicle. 
Q. okay. But you mean the vehicle as a whole? 
A. The vehicle. 
Q. Or of a tech repair? 
A. The only time you would log a denied claim besides a 
CUDL report is if you were canceling the warranty. 
which we did not do at all. 
Q. So Discovery Ford and Ford Motor Company, to your 
understanding, never canceled the warranty on 
Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle? 
A. No, we did not. 
Q. Did Discovery Ford cancel the warranty as it related 
to the repair of the drag link and steering gear 
box? 
A. We only denied warrantability of that repair. 
Q. okay. So in your mind is there a difference between 
denying the warrantability of a repair and denying 
the -- denying or canceling a portion of the 
bumper-ta-bumper warranty? 
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Laura Riley 
A. Yes, there is a big difference. 
Q. Explain that to us, if you would. 
A. I can give you an example, you're driving along and 
you spill your cup of coffee on your shifter and it 
shorts out the shifter. It is not a warrantable 
repair because Ford didn't have any part in you 
spilling the coffee. The coffee caused the problem. 
so you would be responsible for that repair. 
Does it cancel your entire warranty? NO. 
Does it cancel the warranty on your transmission? 
only if the coffee shorted out the transmission. 
Q. okay. well, let me ask you this then. 
If it shorted out the transmission and the 
customer elected to put in a new transmission and it 
was a Ford original transmission that was put back 
in, would that reinstate the warranty? 
A. Yes. 
Q. The warranty would be good as new? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that's your training? 
A. Yes. 
Q. okay. So if Tanner Mickelsen had paid for the 
repair and replacement of the drag link and the 
steering gear box on his truck in september or 
October of 2009, that would have reinstated the 
Page 79 
warranty even though it still had a lift on it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. okay. 
A. The lift did not void the warranty. 
Q. sO the presence of the lift didn't void anything? 
A. NO, it did not. 
Q. DO you know whether Tanner Mickelsen was ever told 
that if he paid for the repair and replacement of 
the drag link and the steering gear box, that his 
warranty would be reinstated in full? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. should have been told that if he wasn't? 
A. If he wasn't he should have been. 
Q. Now, in Exhibit 1, the last sentence says that "The 
bumper-to-bumper warranty only covers repairs that 
are due to a defect in factory-supplied materials or 
workmanship." 
That really isn't the case here, is it? 
A. No. 
Q. In this case, Discovery Ford took the position that 
the lift that was installed on Tanner Mickelsen's 
vehicle caused excessive or extraordinary wear to 
the drag link and the steering gear box, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. But the warranty was never canceled? 
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A. warranty was never canceled. 
Q. Not any part of it? 
A. Not any part of it. 
MR. RAMMELL: objection, form. Misstates 
the evidence. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) I apologize if I've asked this 
already. But Discovery Ford has repaired or 
replaced drag links and steering gear boxes on Ford 
F-350 trucks before because of excessive wear, even 
though there is no lift on it at all, correct? 
A. I would guess so. 
Q. Okay. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: objection, speculation 
and foundation. 
A. I do not know. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) And going back to Exhibit No.1, 
you don't know how the root cause referenced in 
Exhibit 1 was actually determined? 
A. I do not. 
Q. NoW, Exhibit 3, let me step back. 
MR. RAMMELL I'm going to object to the 
last question, it misstates the testimony and 
attempts to summarize a fact incorrectly. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) When we talk about the oasis 
report well, 1 et 
If I'm understanding you correctly, and I am 
going to use kind of a basic rudimentary example. 
If the drag link and steering gear box went out on 
Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle for whatever reason, 
whether it was the lift or some other thing that 
happened, whether it was neglect for whatever 
reason, once the component parts, the steering gear 
box and the drag link were repaired and replaced, 
the warranty comes back into full effect, correct? 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, lack of 
foundation. Misstates the testimony dealing with 
the lift. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Is that correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. okay. NOW look at Exhibit 3, if you would. These 
are the two pages from the warranty and policy 
manual. On the first page it says, "The Company 
will cancel the New vehicle Limited warranty." 
Who is "The company"? 
A. Ford Motor Company. 
Q. Not Discovery Ford? 
A. NO. 
Q. Okay. And as I understand their cancellation 
policy, that will be based on dates that are 
provided by various sources including dealer's 
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Laura Riley 
requests? 
A. Yes. 
Q. In your experience, if the dealer requests Ford 
Motor Company to deny a warranty claim or cancel a 
warranty, does Ford generally stand behind that 
assessment? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q. Have you ever experienced a time prior to Tanner 
Mickelsen's vehicle warranty claim denial when Ford 
Motor company overrode any of your denials of a 
warranty claim? 
A. Not prior to Tanner Mickelsen. 
Q. After? 
A. Yes. 
Q. under what circumstance? 
And let me preface it by saying, was it after 
this new policy was in place to defer to Ford? 
A. It was after this new policy. 
Q. And give me an example or tell me what happened. 
A. Ford diesel engine. We contacted Ford because there 
are modifications to the engine and Ford determined 
that it wasn't the modifications that caused the 
problem. 
Q. okay. Did they send a representative out? 
They did on this one. 
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Q. was that someone that you requested come out? 
A. we did not request them. They sent them. 
Q. As I understand it with respect to these documents 
that are Exhibit 4 in this deposition today, these 
were created without any request by Discovery Ford 
to send a Ford technician out to look at this 
problem of Tanner Mickelsen's truck? 
A. These are not technical assistance requests. 
Q. That's a bad question. Let me rephrase it. 
Is it accurate that with respect to the 
problem with Tanner Mickelsen's truck involving the 
drag link and steering gear box as presented in late 
september or early October of 2008, Discovery Ford 
never requested a Ford representative to become 
involved in the warrantable determination of those 
repairs? 
A. I do not see anything here that says we did. 
Q. okay. And that only answers half my question. 
Do you have any personal knowledge that 
Discovery Ford became involved? 
A. I do not. 
Q. or involved Ford Motor Company? 
A. I do not. 
Q. YOU didn't personally request it? 
A. I did not. 
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Q. And are you the person now who would request it? 
A. Yes, I would be now. 
Q. okay. so now the protocol is if Tanner Mickelsen 
were bringing this car in, or this truck in, now 
under this new policy then if the technician or 
service manager said, we've got a question as to 
whether this was covered by warranty and told you 
why, you would contact Ford? 
A. I would contact the tech hotline. 
Q. okay. was there a tech hotline in existence at the 
time that Tanner Mickelsen brought his truck in in 
september and October of 2008? 
A. Yes. 
Q. was the tech hotline ever contacted? 
A. Not to my knowledge. 
Q. Can you tell me why it wasn't contacted? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Did you or Discovery Ford ever request that no part 
of the bumper-to-bumper warranty on Tanner 
Mickelsen's truck be canceled? 
A. NO. 
Q. And if that had occurred, then the oasis report 
would show a warranty cancellation, 
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Laura Riley 
A. Yes. 
Q. NoW, the last paragraph on Exhibit 3 talks about 
reinstating warranty coverage for canceled warranty. 
Is there a procedure if a warranty or some 
part of it has been canceled that that warranty can 
be reinstated by the dealer? 
A. At Ford's discretion, yes. 
Q. Can you just give me an idea of what hoops have to 
be jumped through by the dealer if you want to 
reinstate a warranty that has canceled in whole or 
in part? 
A. I cannot. we've not had to reinstate a warranty_ 
We also have not canceled a warranty. 
Q. And that would include Tanner Mickelsen's truck? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Did you receive any specific warranty training 
regarding the existence of a lift as causing drag 
link or steering gear failure on Ford trucks? 
A. No, I didn't. 
Q. So you didn't receive guidance from your training in 
that regard? 
A. No. 
be STARS reports for Leo and Jerret? 
24 A. Yes, it would. 
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Q. If you look on Exhibit 3, under the 
l.ge 
"Other cancellation Categories." That whole section 
through the bottom of the page and continuing 
through the first half of the second page of 
Exhibit 3 identifies those types of damages or 
problems that require warranty cancellation, 
correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And does Tanner Mickelsen's drag link and steering 
gear box fall into any of those categories so as to 
mandate warranty cancellation? 
A. It does not cancel any part of the warranty. 
Q. okay. So when you were being asked questions about 
these other cancellation categories, that wouldn't 
even apply to Tanner Mickelsen's circumstance? 
A. It would not. 
Q. Okay. And even if it did, the first sentence says, 
"In some instances Ford may cancel the warranty." 
A. Correct. 
Q. It doesn't say that Ford shall cancel. 
A. It does not. 
Q. That would be something within Ford's discretion? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is that one of the reasons that Discovery Ford now 
contacts Ford through the tech hotline if there is a 
question? 
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competent and technician competent? 
A. Yes. 
Q. would you explain to us what the difference is? 
A. some repairs are competent in that the shop has to 
have at least one, or whatever number Ford sets, 
competent techs in that particular area. some 
repairs must be performed by a Ford certified 
technician. 
Q. Do you know what the status of the drag link and 
steering gear box replacement was for Tanner 
Mickelsen's vehicle, whether it required a shop 
competent or a technician competent repair? 
A. I do not recall at that time. 
Q. Has it changed? 
A. some steering and suspension repairs are required to 
be performed by technician competent certified 
techs. 
Q. Do you know if there exists a relationship as 
friends between Tanner Mickelsen and Leo? 
A. I do not. 
Q. Do you know Leo's last name? 
A. Gonzales. 
Q. If Tanner Mickelsen had testified that Leo Gonzales 
never inspected this truck of his in September or 
october, 2009, would you have any reason to dispute 
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that? 
MR. RAMMELL: objection, speculation, 
lack of foundation. 
A. I don't know if Leo inspected it or not. 
Q. (By Mr Nalder) If Leo had performed an inspection 
on this truck, would the documents in Exhibit 5 bear 
his initials or identify who it was that inspected 
it? 
A. Since Leo is a service advisor and not a technician, 
I would assume the only inspection he did was a walk 
around inspection. 
Q. Okay. And explain to me the distinction between 
those two and how you would reach that conclusion. 
A. Leo is a service advisor, he talks directly to the 
customers. And not a technician, so he is not 
qualified to inspect it to determine warrantability 
or any other portion of it. 
Q. so Leo is not a technician? 
A. He is not. 
Q. SO would it be accurate based on your understanding 
that Leo, if he had told you that this was not a 
warrantable repair, would have been relying on 
something the technicians told him? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And by this not being a warrantable repair, we're 
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talking Tanner Mickelsen's truck and the steering 
gear box and drag link? 
A. Yes. 
Q. So ultimately when you say in Exhibit 1 that it was 
determined that the lift was the root cause of the 
problem of wear with the drag link and steering gear 
box, what we're really saying is that the technician 
made that determination? 
MR. RAMMELL: objection, form. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) IS that an accurate assessment? 
MR. RAMMELL: same objection. 
A. It would have been -- the decision would have been 
made between the technician and the service manager. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Between Jerret and Leo? 
A. Leo is a service advisor. 
Q. okay. That must be where I'm off track. 
What's the difference between the service 
advisor and the service manager? 
A. service advisor deals with the customer only. 
Service manager is the manager over service. 
Q. And that was who at 
A. Dave Hopkins. 
Q. hang on a second, you've got to let me finish. 
A. Sorry. 
Q. That was as of september and october, 2008? 
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A. Dave Hopkins. 
Q. And who as of November 11, 2009? 
A. Dave Hopkins. 
Q. okay. So he would have been the same service 
manager at the time of both Tanner Mickelsen's 
denial of the drag link and steering gear box repair 
and at the time that the drag link and steering gear 
box were replaced when Mr. Moreno had the vehicle? 
A. Yes. 
Q. So we1ve got the same technician, we 1ve got the same 
service manager and you were the same warranty 
MR. RAMMELL: Administrator. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) -- administrator? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And all three the same? 
A. Yes. 
Q. YOU testified earlier that the oasis report, Exhibit 
2, as well as the page 1045 from Exhibit 5 provide, 
and he wrote it down so I'm quoting here, "Provides 
known concerns regarding the vehicle." 
If the oasis report identified no known 
concerns regarding Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle, how 
did the repair in November, 2009 to the same parts 
with the same diagnosed problem occur under warranty 
when it was denied previously? 
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A. It does not give known concerns with a specific 
vehicle, only with a general vehicle. As in the 
case to ensure optimum cooling system performance 
referred TSB 090805, it's a general issue. 
MR. RAMMELL: Are you referring to in the 
document? 
THE WITNESS: ARN messages. 
MR. RAMMELL: okay. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) And what does ARN messages mean? 
A. Honestly, I don't know. 
Q. Am I accurate that you and the technicians and the 
service manager all have access to the oasis report? 
A. Yes. 
Q. You just have to know the VIN number, right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. NOW, there are some I guesswork orders, for lack of 
a better term, look at Exhibit 5, 1043 is the Bates 
number on it. 
How does -- are you there? 
A. uh-huh. 
Q. Yes? 
A. Yes. 
Q. sorry. 
A. Sorry. 
Q. How does that repair order come into being? 
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For example, if I own a Ford F-350 diesel 
truck and I drive into Discovery Ford and I say, 
I've got this problem and somebody diagnoses a 
problem, how do we get this document that looks like 
it's a presented form from a computer? 
A. Service writer would write the repairs up. 
Q. In long term? 
A. The information, he would probably take notes. And 
then enter the information into the computer. 
Q. Okay. And he would put in the VIN number of truck, 
right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. When he puts in the VIN number of the truck are you 
able to see a history of the repairs and things that 
have gone on with the truck? 
A. Yes. 
Q. would you be able to see whether or not there are 
any denied repairs for lack of warranty coverage? 
A. If you search. 
Q. what would you have to search to find it? 
A. well, in our system you would have to look at each 
individual repair. 
Q. In all the documents that you've provided to me? 
A. uh-huh. 
Q. Have you provided me the document that would be 
revealed by using this search function? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And which documents are they in Exhibit 5? 
A. Most of the packet. 
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Q. so just by hitting a search function you can get 
basically all the information regarding this 
particular vehicle with this tech VIN number that's 
in the packet? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you see anywhere in any of the documents that 
you've provided to me, except Exhibit No.1, which 
is the letter that you wrote to Attorney Brian 
Cheney, is there nowhere where there is any notation 
that the drag link and/or steering gear box on 
Tanner Mickelsen's truck was denied as a warranty 
repair? 
A. only on the (UDl reports. 
Q. And those, as I understand it, were only created and 
looked at by you after Mr. Cheney or Mr. Rammell 
contacted you? 
A. 
Q. 
A. 
Yes. 
IS there any reason that you couldn't or your 
service manager couldn't or your technician couldn't 
have accessed that information earlier? 
only if the information was not available to us at 
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the time. 
Q. And that would occur only if your computer system 
was down? 
A. well, if Ford system was updating it's not 
avai 1 abl e. 
Q. And how frequently does that happen? 
A. Roughly about once a month. 
Q. Is there any particular time of day that they 
update? 
A. It's usually done for two or three days. 
Q. okay. And I assume Ford Motor Company would know 
when they had their system down for updating? 
A. I would assume so. 
Q. Is it your testimony that this repair from Mr. 
Moreno of the same parts for the same problem just 
slipped through the cracks? 
A. It is possible. I don't know. 
Q. But you did tell me that in Mr. Moreno's case, 
unless I misunderstood, that someone deferred to 
Ford and asked Ford Motor Company about the coverage 
of the repair, or did I misunderstand? 
A. I do not know if anybody did. 
Q. okay. Someone may have, you just don't know? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. But if someone had deferred to Ford Motor Company 
Page 95 
concerning the warrantability of the repair for Mr. 
Moreno's drag link and steering gear box, it 
wouldn't have been repaired unless Ford Motor 
company said okay? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. with respect to Exhibit 4, these CUDL reports, did 
you ever personally talk to these individuals who 
are the analysts in this case? 
A. occasionally. 
Q. Have you ever talked to Jaymie sheir? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
Q. Did you ever talk to Nicole Albert? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
Q. Let's mark that. 
(EXHIBIT NO. 6 MARKED.) 
Q. (BY Mr. Nalder) Do you see Exhibit 6? 
A. Yes. 
Q. This is a CUDL report? 
A. It is. 
Q. on the same vehicle? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. NOW, this is a Melissa Cruz from Ford, 
correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. she is the analyst. 
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And about the sixth line down it says, 
"Advised customer aftermarket components do not void 
warranty. Advised if aftermarket" 
MR. RAMMELL: I'm going to object to this 
line of questioning on this, and I guess, I don't 
know, just make a record on it. I don't have that 
document, I know you're showing it to me now, but I 
had asked you specifically for that. 
I'm looking for Mr. crankovich's deposition and the 
supplemental answers that were provided there and 
it's not in that document and I'm wondering why this 
is showing up all of a sudden here. 
MR. NALDER: I don't know. All I know is 
it's a CUDL report. 
MR. RAMMELL: Why wasn't that report 
MR. NALDER: Ron, I'm not going to debate 
that with you, all I'm saying is it's a CUDL report. 
If you want to debate 
MR. DIGIACINTO: Actually, it is, it is 
in our packet. 
MR. RAMMELL: It is? It's in our packet 
today? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: It's at the bottom of 
MR. NALDER: What's the page number? Go 
ahead. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: 1004. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) And did you provide these CUDL 
reports to Mr. Rammel 1 previously? 
A. I don't remember. 
MR. RAMMELL: The answer is no. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Did he request that you provide 
documents that is in discovery to provide documents? 
A. AS far as I know he did. 
Q. Exhibit 6, which is your Exhibit 5, page 1004, 
Melissa Cruz speaking says, "Advised customer 
aftermarket components do not void warranty." 
You see that? 
A. Yes, I do 
Q. It goes on to say, "Advised if aftermarket 
components are the cause of failure or damage to a 
certain component, then BTB warranty will not cover 
it." 
A. Yes. 
Q. IS that your understanding as well? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And at that point if you look as the last entry, the 
customer representative or analyst, Melissa Cruz, 
apparently told Mr. Mickelsen, "Advised customer to 
contact me if he has any questions. Customer 
advised he will be contacting an attorney. No 
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further action required." 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know whether Melissa cruz has any particular 
status, in other words, if you look on page 2 of 
Exhibit 6, this was the prior contact on 
october 1st? 
MR. RAMMELL: What is page 27 
MR. NALDER: page 2 of Exhibit 6. 
MR. RAMMELL: But I don't have it, so I 
don't know what you're referring to. 
THE WITNESS: That would be 
MR. NALDER: That's Jaymie Sheir's 
report. That would be at the top of page 1004. 
MR. RAMMELL: okay. That's what I'm 
trying to -- so I can follow along. 
Q. (BY Mr. Nalder) She says, "He wi 11 escalate this to 
our Customer care solutions Team." 
That's Jaymie she;r speaking, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. of Ford Motor Company? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And it says, "A specialist will contact you,-
meaning Tanner Mickelsen, "within two business 
days"? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. And then there is a customer contact number, 
correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And the action time on that phone conversation was 
14:35, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. or 2:35 p.m.? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And then on page 1 of Exhibit 6 at 15:25 
MR. RAMMELL: And, I'm sorry, I'm not 
trying to interrupt your flow, I don't have a copy 
of Exhibit 6, I'm trying to 
MR. NALDER: Page 1004 at Exhibit 5. 
THE WITNESS: At the bottom. 
MR. RAMMELL: which part? 
MR. NALDER: At the bottom. 
MR. RAMMELL: okay. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) And that phone contact was at 2:35 
p. m., correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And is Melissa Cruz part of the customer Care 
solutions Team? 
A. Yes. 
Q. SO is it your understanding that Ford Motor Company 
was chasing this complaint up the line internally? 
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A. Yes. 
Q. At the time that apparently Mr. Mickelsen said he 
was going to contact an attorney, right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. NOW, just so I'm clear, you didn't talk to Ford 
Motor Company or its representatives at all 
concerning this issue with Tanner Mickelsen and the 
repair of his truck, right? 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, asked and 
answered. 
A. I did not personally. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) sorry, you just don't remember? 
A. I did not personally. 
Q. When did you talk to Mr. Cheney the first time 
concerning this matter? 
A. I personally never spoke to Mr. cheney. 
Q. Did he write you a letter? 
A. I was asked to write him a letter. 
Q. Who asked that you write a letter? 
A. Leo. 
Q. Leo di d? 
A. On behalf of Mr. Mickelsen. 
Q. DO you know why Leo was championing Mr. Mickelsen's 
cause? 
A. I have no idea. 
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Q. Did Leo tell what you should say in the letter? 
A. No. 
Q. Did he suggest to you what you should say? 
A. NO. 
Q. Have you ever spoken with Mr. Rammell? 
A. Yes. 
Q. When was the first time you spoke with him, 
approximately? 
A. Approximately a month and a half, two months ago. 
Q. And what did you discuss? 
A. He was looking for information. 
Q. What kind of information? 
A. I gave him the information regarding the warranty 
and the warranty and policy manual. And I referred 
him to my superior for any other questions. 
Q. Were you involved in determining the warrantability, 
warrantability of the repairs to the truck 
previously owned by Mr. Mickelsen, but at the time 
Mr. Moreno came in to have the drag link and 
steering gear box repaired? 
A. I was not directly involved. 
Q. When you say "not directly involved," what does that 
mean? 
A. I submitted the claim. 
Q. submitted the warranty claim? 
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Laura Riley 
A. Yes. 
Q. And it just didn't occur to you at that time that 
this was the same truck or the vehicle that had the 
drag link and steering gear box repaired denied 
under warranty? 
A. It did not. 
Q. I just want to make sure I'm clear. 
Other than this letter, are there any 
notations anywhere on the documents that are 
Exhibit 5 and other than those CUDL reports that 
were provided afterwards that there was any warranty 
claim problem with Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle? 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
Q. Not on any of the service write-ups or the printed 
work orders? 
A. Nothing I can see. 
Q. okay. Take a look at page 1012 of Exhibit S. 
A. 1021? 
MR. RAMMELL: 1012. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Do you know whose handwriting 
appears on that particular document? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. DO you know why there is a notation of Joe Big 0 
Tires, Larry, 0 & L, Scott, and then a telephone 
number, do you know what those mean? 
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A. I do not know. 
Q. Do you recognize any of the handwriting? 
A. The handwriting in the upper left corner appears to 
be Leo's handwriting. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: Which are you referring 
to? 
THE WITNESS: (witness indicates.) 
MR. DIGIACINTO: okay. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder: NOW, Leo, did you say service 
advisor or customer advisor? 
A. service advisor. 
Q. And describe for me what he does or did in 2008, 
2009 for Discovery Ford. 
A. He would be the customer's contact for the service 
department. He would write the repair orders. Get 
the customer's complaints, contact the customer with 
repair options. 
Q. Did Ford STAR cease about a year ago? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And so warranty claim numbers will be on what, the 
126 Report? 
A. Warranty claim numbers. 
Q. warranty claim numbers for warranty claims, will 
those be on a report called the 126 Report? 
A. They could give you warranty numbers, yes. 
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Q. Do you know what a Ford 700 tag is? 
A. Yes. 
Q. what is it? 
A. It deals with parts returns 
Q. Tell me how that works. 
YOU mean if there is a faulty part, or a 
defective part, or a part removed under warranty 
claim, does it get a Ford 700 tag? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q~ under what circumstances would it? 
A. If Ford requests the part it might get a 700 tag. 
Q. When leo well, did Leo create the repair order 
for the repair to Mr. Moreno's vehicle which was 
Tanner's prior vehicle in November of 2009? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Okay. So now we have everybody that are the same 
people involved, right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. leo wrote the repai r order as well. 
And when that repair order for Moreno's 
vehicle, which used to be Tanner Mickelsen's 
vehicle, prints the repair order history, also 
presents on the repair order that Discovery creates, 
correct? 
A. Not a complete history. 
Q. partial history? 
A. Partial history. 
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Q. SO if a prior history had indicated that this was a 
denied warranty claim for the drag link and steering 
gear box when the second repair order in November of 
2009 was printed, that repair order would have 
disclosed that information, right? 
A. Nowhere. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I'm going object based 
on foundation. 
A. Nowhere in here does it say it was denied. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) well, everybody understood that Ford 
was not going to cover the repair to the drag link 
and the steering gear box through Discovery Ford, 
based on Discovery Ford's possession, right? 
A. Right. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I object to foundation 
and speculation and form. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) So why does Discovery Ford not note 
on the repair order history that this has been a 
denied claim so it's not processed through later as 
a warranty? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I'm going to object 
based on speculation. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Do you know? 
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A. I do not know. 
Q. Who would at Discovery Ford? 
A. That I don't know. 
Laura Riley 
Q. If we wanted to know who the best person was at 
Discovery Ford to tell us whether or not the drag 
link and steering box had been saved, who would that 
be? 
That is, when they were removed in connection 
with the repair of when Moreno had the vehicle? 
A. Eugene Bai n. 
Q. Tell me the name again. 
A. Eugene Bai n. 
Q. HOW do you spell the last name? 
A. B-A-I-N. 
Q. And what position does he hold or did he? 
A. Parts manager. 
Q. Am I accurate to the best of your knowledge that 
nobody took the drag link or steering gear box off 
of Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle to inspect it? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: object, misstates the 
testimony. 
MR. RAMMELL: Join. And speculation. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) I asked to the best of your 
knowledge? 
A. I do not know. 
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Q. DO you know whether anyone x-rayed or otherwise took 
any images or photographs of the drag link and 
steering gear box from Tanner Mickelsen's vehicle at 
any time from the time he brought it in on 
september 29, 2008 up to the time that the repairs 
were made on November 11, 2009? 
I said 2009, I meant 2008 for Tanner 
Mickelsen's repair? 
A. I do not. 
Q. You do not? 
A. I do not. 
Q. Do you know if anyone did? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Has Discovery Ford to your knowledge ever sold new 
Ford trucks with an aftermarket lift? 
A. I did not know. 
Q. Because you're not involved in the sales end of 
thi ngs, ri ght? 
A. Exactly. 
Q. Do you know whether the labor and parts charges for 
Moreno's repair were the same as those proposed for 
Tanner Mickelsen's repair? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Can we tell by the documents you brought here today? 
In other words, what I'm trying to find out is 
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whether the labor rates and amounts quoted for 
Tanner Mickelsen for the repair were the same rates 
as for the repair when Moreno owned the vehicle? 
A. It appears that the labor rate went up. 
Q. You mean the labor rate for the labor charge for 
Mr. Moreno's was higher than the labor rate for 
Mr. Mickelsen or vice versa? 
Had Mr. Mickelsen gone ahead with the repair 
who would have paid the higher labor rate, Mr. 
Mickelsen? 
A. Mr. Moreno if he had paid for the repair. 
Q. okay. so, is the labor rate the amount that was 
actually charged through to Ford Motor company for 
this warranty repair? 
What I'm trying to find out is what was really 
paid and what was for the parts for Mr. Moreno, and 
the labor for Mr. Moreno as compared to the parts 
and labor that were proposed under the bid for Mr. 
Mickelsen's repair? 
A. Looking at the numbers that I am seeing on here, the 
repairs were approximately $100 difference between 
the warranty repair and the customer pay repair. 
Q. And whose repair would have been the higher? 
A. Tanner Mickelsen's by about $100. 
Q. And that's combined parts and labor? 
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A. That is combined parts and labor. 
Q. okay. 00 you know whether Jerret, the technician, 
had completed STST training? 
A. He is certified. 
Q. Certified and has STST training with respect to the 
repairs about the suspension and steering? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that would also show up on his STARS --
A. Yes. 
Q. -- report as well? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is it possible for Discovery Ford to just print out 
a summary history display? 
A. Yes. 
Q. What do you have to do to print that out? 
A. Going to the history and type S. 
Q. And put in the VIN number? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And will that summary history display show a repair 
that was denied based on a warranty denial? 
A. It will not show anything more than what the general 
area that was worked on. 
Q. Like steering? 
A. say steering. 
Q. will it show drag link, will it show steering gear 
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box? 
A. It will only show you that the steering area was 
worked on. 
Q. Then do you have to dig deeper to get the further 
i nformati on? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And how do you get that, how do you find that 
i nformat; on? 
A. Go into each individual repa; r. 
Q. And you can click on that and get more detail? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you ever see any 126 forms concerning warranty 
trends? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And if the trend is high --
A. Yes. 
Q. -- for warranty work for a particular area of a 
vehicle like the front end, the steering suspension, 
that sort of thing, does Discovery Ford get a letter 
from Ford Motor Company saying that they are out of 
the norm? 
A. I don't know. 
Q. who would? 
A. I would assume J.D., or John Daschel. 
Q. Do you ever see a 265200 form? 
A. NO. 
Q. DO you ever see a 1984 form? 
A. NO. 
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Q. Can you tell us what a 1984 report form is? 
A. NO clue. 
Q. How about the 365200 form? 
A. Do not know. 
Q. Have you ever been told that the warranty trend 
analysis from the Form 126 was outside of the 
standard deviation or beyond what was acceptable to 
Ford Motor CompanY? 
A. Yes. 
Q. With respect to any part of the vehicle that 
would -- vehicles that would include steering, 
steering gear boxes, drag links? 
A. I can't say exactly. 
Q. YOU would have to look at the forms to determine 
that? 
A. I would. 
Q. Has Discovery Ford ever been involved in the 
warranty counseling process by Ford Motor Company 
because of its warranties that were outside of the 
norm? 
A. Yes. 
Q. HOW recently? 
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A. Five years ago. 
Q. And was there an audit associated with that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And when was the audit performed? 
A. Actually. four and a half years ago. 
Q. so in 2006 somewhere? 
A. Late 2005. Early 2006. 
Q. And do you know how much Discovery Ford had to pay 
in to that audit? 
A. NO, I do not. 
Q. Was any of the counseling associated with parts of 
the vehicle that would involve the drag link or 
steering gear box? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. who would be the best person to know that? 
A. I would assume John or Jacie Daschel. 
Q. Do you ever see any of these Ford customer's 
viewpoint reports filled out by customers? 
A. I do not. 
Q. Do you know who would within the Discovery Ford 
organization? 
A. Possibly Randy MCNair or Steve Wabeke. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object again 
based on speculation, she is just guessing. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Are those two individuals within the 
Page 113 
core management group who would likely in your 
opinion get those documents? 
A. Yes. 
MR. DIGIACINTD: Would you say what those 
were called again? 
MR. NALDER: Yeah, it's at the top, it 
has a Ford customer viewpoint. 
MR. DIGIACINTD: Okay. 
MR. NALDER: The customer satisfaction 
survey, experience survey is the actual word. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Do you know whether there were any 
service experience surveys completed by Mr. 
Mickelsen or Mr. Moreno? 
A. I do not. 
Q. I think let me double-check one thing. 
Do you know whether the steering gear box 
and/or the drag link were remanufactured parts when 
they were replaced on Tanner Mickelsen'S vehicle, 
then Moreno's vehicle, in November of 2009? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. For the 126 Report where does that warranty 
information come from? 
The claim numbers, the type of work that's 
being done, et cetera, does it come from the 
dealership? 
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Laura Riley 
A. Yes. 
MR. NALDER: I think that's all I have. 
Thank you. 
MR. RAMMELL: Loren, do you have any 
questions? Are you awake? 
MR. MESSERLY: A couple. And I hope I'm 
not going over ground that has already been covered, 
I didn't hear the very beginning, some of the first 
initial questions. 
EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MESSERLY: 
Q. Ms. Riley, right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. MS. Riley, in all of your dealings with Tanner, did 
you come to understand that the vehicle that he 
purchased was financed by u.s. Bank? 
A. NO, I did not. 
Q. That never came to be something of importance to you 
as to who he was making payments to? 
A. NO. 
Q. And in your work with the warranty as a warranty 
administrator, I take it that's your title? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you ever deal with the lenders, the financiers of 
the vehicles that are -- that have warranty claims? 
Page 115 
A. NO, I do not. 
Q. Have you ever said or done anything in your position 
as warranty administrator there at Discovery Ford 
that where you were acting on behalf of a lender, 
financier? 
A. NO, I have not. 
Q. I don't think it was covered and I just -- I was 
wondering when the vehicle was repaired under 
warranty the second time, I should say the new 
purchaser, Mr. Moreno. I think everyone has been 
referring to, when he brought it in, it was repaired 
under warranty. 
Can you tell me about how that has been paid 
for, how Discovery Ford has been reimbursed? 
A. I don't know how that happens. 
Q. You're not privy to the relationship with Ford and 
how they reimburse their dealers that do warranty 
work? 
A. NO. 
Q. okay. I'm not sure if you're aware of this, but at 
Discovery Ford I would assume that there are various 
lenders that provide financing to people who 
purchase vehicles there, just in general. 
I know you may have specific information 
about, but are you aware that generally that's the 
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case? 
A. I would assume so. 
Q. And how are warranties, when warranties are put on 
the various vehicles that are going to be purchased, 
who makes the decision as to what warranty will be 
sold with the vehicle? 
A. I do not know. 
Q. Have you ever -- has anyone ever i ndi cated that 
lender/financier has any input into that decision as 
to what warranty is sold with the vehicle? 
A. Nobody has said anything to me to that effect. 
Q. And since you weren't aware that u.s. Bank was the 
lender on this vehicle, obviously you would not have 
directed in any way that Mr. Mickelsen should 
contact U.S. Bank regarding his issues with the 
warranty? 
A. No, I would not. 
MR. MESSERLY: I don't think I have any 
further questions. Thank you. 
MR. RAMMELL: Darren, before I do any 
follow-up, do you have any questions? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: No. 
MR. RAMMELL: we've been at it awhile, 
I'm sure you're tired. Anyone to take a quick potty 
break? 
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(OFF THE RECORD.) 
FURTHER EXAMINATION 
BY MR. RAMMELL: 
Q. Sure. Laura, who can get the information that 
you've provided in Exhibit 5? 
A. Who can get it? 
Q. who can access it, yes? 
A. Pretty much anybody in the dealership. 
Q. A new dealership? 
A. Not necessarily. 
Q. Are some dealerships not allowed to access this 
information? 
A. The dealerships would be able to access the warranty 
i nformati on. 
Q. Okay. well, would they be able to access the oasis 
reports as well? 
A. Yes. 
Q. what in this packet, what wouldn't a dealership such 
as Broadway Ford be able to access? 
A. Any customer payor internal repairs. 
Q. Okay. 
MR. RAMMELL: And then incidentally, 
counsel, I had to cover this, I note on DIS 1002 
there is a document that says redacted on it and the 
Whole text is redacted. At the top it says Jacie 
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Laura Riley 
Daschel. 
could you just for the record state what that's 
about and how you came to do that? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: Yes That document is 
redacted. It was the first page of a fax sent from 
our client to us explaining what we were looking at 
there and talking to us about what their opinions 
were about moving Ford 
MR. RAMMELL: And so you're objecting to 
disclosing the document is work product and 
pri vi 1 ege? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: That's correct. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) okay. Perhaps there is a semi 
technical problem here, but I need to cover the 
issue of the warranty a little bit. Okay? 
A. okay. 
Q. And see if we can, we can get this straightened out. 
A bumper-to-bumper warranty covers everything 
between the two bumpers of a vehicle, right? 
A. Correct. 
Q. If a non Ford part is installed on that vehicle, 
however, it's not covered by any warranty by Ford or 
Ford, Fordls agents, correct? 
A. rim not sure what you're saying. 
Q. okay. well, let's be specific. In this case a lift 
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kit and tires were installed on the vehicle, those 
are not covered by Ford? 
A. Correct. 
Q. So if a bumper-to-bumper warranty means everything 
is covered between the bumpers, and the lift is 
between the bumpers and he's not covered, how does 
that not mean that the bumper-to-bumper warranty is 
invalid, voided or canceled? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object to the 
form and foundation. 
But you can answer. 
MR. NALDER: I will join. 
A. It does not void the entire warranty. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) But at least as to those parts, it 
isn't covered, right? 
A. correct. 
Q. And not just those parts, but anything else that 
happens to the vehicle relating to those parts? 
A. Because of those parts. 
Q. Thank you. Because of those parts. 
when Mr. Nalder is asking you questions about 
whether if Tanner had put in the drag link and the 
steering gear box that it would have reinstated the 
warranty, it still wouldn't have reinstated the 
warranty on the lift kit and the tires because there 
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was no warranty, right? 
A. correct. 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object as 
1 eadi ng. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) And so, well, is there anything 
that Tanner could have done reasonably within his 
control and power to this vehicle that would have 
caused Ford to cover the lift kit and the tires on 
the vehicle? 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object as to 
form. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will join. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Go ahead. 
A. NO, there isn't. 
Q. So it -- all right. And you're aware that Broadway 
Ford is the entity that installed the lift kit and 
the tires on the vehicle, aren't you? 
MR. NALDER: Objection, lacks foundation. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object also on 
the ground of speculation. 
A. I would have to assume. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) You don't know? 
A. Exactly. 
Q. If you don't, that's okay. 
Assuming Broadway Ford did install that and 
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did install the lift kit and the tires and that 
Tanner Mickelsen didn't ask for those items to be 
installed on the vehicle, did Tanner Mickelsen have 
a bumper-to-bumper warranty that covered those 
i terns? 
A. NO, he did not. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object to the 
form. 
MR. NALDER: I will object to the lack 
foundation, it's a leading question. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will add that it's 
adding a legal conclusion. 
MR. NALOER: I will join. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) AS part of your job, this has been 
asked a lot, but I just want to kind of zone in and 
clarify something here. okay? All right? 
A. okay. 
Q. As part of your job do you normally rely on the 
opinions and statements of mechanics and technicians 
with respect to the cause of a mechanical failure on 
a vehicle? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And, in fact, in this case did you rely on the 
information obtained from a technician, a technician 
or technicians and certified and competent people at 
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Laura Riley 
Discovery Ford to make the determination that Tanner 
Mickelsen's repairs were not covered by warranty? 
A. Yes. 
MR. NALDER: Just a second, object as to 
form, also lacks foundation and it's compound. It 
also calls for her to speculate because she is 
unable to identify who told her what. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) well, let me follow up with that, 
in fact. 
Just because you don't recall who told you 
that, does that mean that you don't recall whether 
or not there was any such conversation? 
A. No, I remember this was a conversation. 
Q. And that is the conversation that you relied upon? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that would be in your normal course of dealing? 
A. Yes. 
Q. In other words, the way you normally do things? 
A. Yes. 
Q. I'm curious with your general mechanical knowledge 
do you have any knowledge of why the lift kit could 
cause the steering gear and drag link to fail in 
this case? 
MR. NALDER: Object, calls for an expert 
witness. She lacks qualifications to render such an 
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opi ni on. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will join. 
A. I do not know. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) okay. IS Leo Jerret's supervisor? 
A. No. 
Q. Do you know the relationship between Leo and Jerret 
other than employee coemployees? 
A. Employee coemployees. 
Q. Do you know Manuel Moreno? 
A. I do not. 
Q. who can add information to or alter an oasis report 
data? 
A. Ford Motor Company. 
Q. Can individual dealerships or people working for a 
dealership add or alter information on an oasis 
report? 
A. No, we cannot. 
Q. Even though you did not contact Ford Motor Company 
regarding the failure of repair, we can see from the 
documents that you've provided and that are 
accessible as part of the general Ford database here 
that the customer did contact them, correct? 
A. Yes. 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, it 
calls for her to speculate. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rammell) well, is it speculation? You can 
read it with your own two eyes, can't you? 
MR. NALDER: Just because it's on a 
printed page doesn't mean that he was the one, that 
or that she can testify that he was the one that 
called in. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Based on the information you see 
it's pretty clear that the customer called, isn't 
it? 
MR. NALDER: same objection, 
A. I would assume that he did. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) why would you just assume? 
A. I was not contacted regarding it, And from 
experience, when Ford has a customer call in, they 
will contact the dealership and talk to the 
dealership while the customer is still on the line. 
Q. NOW, we see here from the documentation, however, 
and in particular Exhibit 1 -- no, Exhibit 2. 2 is 
the CDLs, I believe. 
MR. NALDER: It's Exhibit 4. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) I'm sorry, I've been here too long. 
Exhi bi t 4, ri ght there in front of you? 
A. No. 
Q. That was Exhibit 4. Okay. 
Looking at Exhibit 4, page 1 of I, however we 
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can see where apparently Jaymie sheir at Ford spoke 
with Leo directly, correct? 
A. Yes. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: Where are you looking 
at, Counsel? 
MR. RAMMELL: Right here. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: okay. 
Q. (BY Mr. Rammell) And then it states that "After 
reviewing the situation with your service manager 
there are no warranties or other coverage 
available," right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Who was the service manager at the time? 
A. That would have been Dave Hopkins. But in this 
instance they are referring to Leo. 
Q. Okay. But he is the service advisor as opposed to 
the service manager? 
A. Yes. 
Q. what is a 700 tag? 
A. It's a parts tag. 
Q. what does it do? 
A. I really don't know. 
Q. see if I can read my writing, I'm about done here. 
Mr. Nalder was referring to calling a tech 
hotline. 
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Laura Riley 
Do you recall that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. what's the difference between a tech hotline and 
whatever hotline Tanner called? 
A. Tanner called the --
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object as to 
form, lacks foundation. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Go ahead. 
A. Tanner called the customer relationship center, 
which is a customer based center. The tech hotline 
is for technicians. 
Q. And just so we can be clear and make sure we're 
covering a little foundation here, looking at 
Exhibit 4 again up at the top it says, "Name: Mr. 
Tanner Mickelsen." 
Do you see that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Does that tell you who made the call or complaint? 
A. once again, I would have to assume that, yes. 
Q. okay. And also it tells us the phone numbers over 
here. On the right-hand side of that document. 
DO you see? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Does that tell us who made the phone call? 
A. No, it doesn't. 
Q. whose phone numbers are those? 
A. Those are Tanner Mickelsen's. 
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Q. okay. well, isn't that related to the person 
calling in and making the complaint? 
A. NO. That's the customer's information. 
Q. okay. when it says odometer, interesting little 
point here on again Exhibit 4, note the odometer 
notation says 24,000 miles. 
A. Yes. 
MR. NALDER: which page are you referring 
to, still 1 of I? 
MR. RAMMELL: Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) IS that something that if your 
office had called they would know the specific 
odometer number, wouldn't they? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that would be something more like you would get 
from a customer who was guessing or estimating at 
the odometer mileage, wouldn't it? 
MR. NALDER: I'm going to object, it 
calls for her to speculate. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I will object, it calls 
for her to speculate as well. 
A. Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Go ahead. 
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A. Yes. 
Q. And that's something you're dealing with in your 
matters, isn't it? 
A. Customer guessing how many miles? Yes. 
Q. It's pretty common, isn't it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. YOU don't know the precise mileage number and so 
they give you an averaged number. right? 
MR. NALDER: Objection, leading. 
A. Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Whereas the dealership has an 
opportunity to be much more precise, correct? 
MR. NALOER: objection, leading. 
A. Yes. 
Q. (By Mr. Rammell) If Tanner had paid out of his own 
pocket to replace the steering gear and drag link. 
any future problem that would have been covered by 
the lift would still have not been covered by the 
warranty in your opinion; isn't that correct? 
MR. NALOER: I'm going to object, I think 
it misstates the testimony or at least is confusing, 
you said covered by the lift? 
MR. RAMMELL: I said caused by the lift. 
MR. NALOER: You said covered. 
THE WITNESS: Covered. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rammell) Let me ask the question then. 
Even if Tanner Mickelsen had paid for the 
steering gear and replaced it directly out of his 
own pocket. any problem with his vehicle in the 
future that was caused by the lift would still not 
be covered by warranty in your opinion? 
A. Correct. 
MR. RAMMELL: Thanks, Laura, that's all I 
have. 
MR. NALDER: I have got a couple of 
follow-up questions. 
THE WITNESS: okay. 
FURTHER EXAMINATION 
BY MR. NALOER: 
Q. Are you aware that of Discovery Ford every 
diagnosing any problem, defect or failure with the 
lift kit in Tanner Mickelsen's truck? 
MR. RAMMELL: Objection, form, 
speculation, lack of foundation. 
A. I'm not sure what you're asking. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Well, Mr. Rammell asked you 
questions about the lift kit, tires and wheels not 
being provided by Ford manufacturing. 
Do you remember that? 
A. Yes. 
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Laura Riley 
Q. I just want to know, and you don't need to 
understand the legal nuance of it, but I want to 
know whether you're aware of Discovery Ford ever 
diagnosing any sort of a problem or defect with the 
lift kit? 
A. NO. 
Q. okay. HOW about the tires or wheels, did anybody 
suggest to you that there was a problem with them? 
A. No. 
Q. If those components that were not Ford components, 
were put on to the vehicle new, would you expect 
that those would carry a supplier warranty? 
A. Yes, I would. 
MR. OIGIACINTO: I will add an objection, 
speculation. 
MR. RAMMELL: Join. 
Q. (By Mr. Na1der) with respect to the many 
conversations that you had with the service manager 
and technician, Leo, you recall generally having the 
conversation that prompted you to deny the repair 
under warranty for Tanner Mickelsen, correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. But you don't recall the content or the specifics? 
A. I do not. 
Q. NoW, you were asked whether or not it was possible 
Page 131 
for someone other than Ford Motor Corporation to 
alter the content of an oasis report and you said 
no. 
A. Not that I'm aware of. 
Q. Would that also be true with respect to the CUDL 
components? 
In other words, those documents that are in 
the CUDL section? 
A. once the documents are in there, no, we can not 
change them. 
Q. Okay. And as far as Exhibit 5 and the documents 
that can be accessed by other dealers, other dealers 
besides Discovery Ford can't access those documents 
that pertain to the internal repair work of 
oiscovery Ford, can they? 
A. NO, they cannot. 
Q. It's just limited to -- it's just limited to the 
warranty information that can be accessed by other 
authorized Ford dealerships, correct? 
MR. RAMMELL: objection, form. 
A. Right. 
Q. (By Mr. Na1der) Now, if you look at Exhibit 4, 
about, oh, a third of the way down on the line that 
says, "Leo CRC advised." 
MR. RAMMELl: page 1 of 1. 
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Q. (By Mr. Nalder) Right. On page 1. 
00 you see it? 
A. Yes. 
Q. what I'm trying to understand is whether or not 
Jaymie Sheir, who I understand wrote this, is saying 
that Leo made the statement after reviewing the 
situation with your service manager there are no 
warranties or other coverage, or whether Leo was 
told by Jaymie that after reviewing the situation 
there are no warranties or other coverage. 
00 you know? 
A. It appears that Mr. Mickelsen was told by the eRe, 
which would be Jaymie Sheir in this instance, that 
after reviewing the situation with Discovery Ford 
there are no warranties or other coverage available. 
Q. Okay. And so that's what Jaymie sheir told to 
Tanner Mickelsen? 
A. 
Q. 
By reading that I'm assuming that's what he was 
told. 
By reading this do you are you familiar with the 
way these things are put together, does it appear 
that there is any statement in there that Jaymie 
sheir attributes to or quotes as having been made by 
anyone from Discovery Ford? 
A. It would be nice to have punctuation. 
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Q. I felt the same way and that's why I am a little bit 
confused. 
I will be honest with you, in reading it I 
can't tell whether these are statements that are 
being quoted by Jaymie Sheir as having been made by 
anyone at Discovery Ford or whether it's just that 
somebody reviewed something with someone at 
Discovery Ford and this is what they told Tanner. 
~R. RAMMELL: Object to the form, if 
that's a question. 
MR. DIGIACINTO: I also object to 
speculation if, we don't have punctuation we can't 
tell what we are reading, so. 
Q. (By Mr. Nalder) If you don't know, that's perfectly 
okay. 
A. I don't know. And all that I can tell from this is 
the CRe spoke with Leo and reiterated what he should 
have already been told from the dealership. 
Q. Do you even know that? 
A. I'm assuming that that's what it's saying here. 
Q. okay. But unless we really talked to Jaymie Sheir 
we wouldn1t know, correct? 
A. Not, not concrete, no. 
MR. NALDER: I think that's all I have. 
Thanks. 
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Laura Riley 
MR. RAMMELL: Loren? 
MR. MESSERLY: I don't have anything 
further, thanks. 
MR. RAMMELL: Darren? 
MR. DIGIACINTO: No, sir. 
(DEPOSITION CONCLUDED AT 12:30 P.M.) 
(SIGNATURE RESERVED.) 
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Notary public in and for the State of washington, residing 
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said witness, including all questions, answers and 
objections, if any, of counsel, to the best of my ability. 
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financially interested in the outcome of the cause, 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.i U.S. 
N.A. , 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
BANK) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
=-~~~~~~--~-=~------) U.S. BANK I N.A. and USB ) 
LEASING, LT, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Counterdefendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
MINUTE ENTRY 
Case No. CV-09-6348 
On the 23rd day of July, 2010, Plaintiff's motion for 
summary judgment and Defendants' motion in limine came before the 
Honorable Joel E. Tingey, District Judge, in open court at Idaho 
Falls, Idaho. 
Mr. Jack Fuller l Court Reporter, and Mrs. Grace Walters, 
Deputy Court Clerk, were present. 
Mr. Bron Rammell appeared on behalf of the Plaintiff. 
Mr. Lance Nalder appeared on behalf of the Defendant 
Broadway Ford. 
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Mr. Rammell informed the court about depositions on the 
motion for summary judgment. 
Mr. Nalder had no objection to Mr. Rammell using the 
deposition in the motion for summary judgment. 
Mr. Rammell rebutted stated the time to complete the 
discovery, time to keep the trial date is no problem. He needs 
documents. US Bank is out of the case at this time, which 
benefits the defendants. However more depositions need to be 
taken to prove up facts for trial. US Bank has documents needed 
for trial. Discovery should not be closed at this time. Summary 
judgment is ripe. 
The Court will consider the affidavit of Bron Rammell for 
consideration. The Court will not rule on discovery and will not 
alter the discovery order. The Court will consider motions to 
compel. 
Mr. Nalder presented argument on his motion for summary 
judgment, and stated there is no issue of genuine fact in this 
case. The pleadings should be closed and the plaintiff not 
allowed amending the complaint. Mr. Nalder objected to an amended 
complaint. The defendants requested summary judgment be entered 
or limit damages. 
Mr. Rammell opposed the motion for summary judgment stating 
the issues should be left for the jury. Mr. Rammell asked for 
additional time for a deposition. 
Mr. Nalder rebutted the opposition argument and stated his 
client would be prejudiced by reopening discovery and continuing 
the case. The remedy lies against Discovery Ford, not Broadway 
4Q9 
Ford. Mr. Nalder requested the Court grant summary judgment In 
favor of Broadway Ford. 
The Court will take the motions under advisement and will 
issue a judgment as soon as possible. 
Court was thus adjourned. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the ~-3 day of July, 2010, I 
caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing document to 
be delivered to the following: 
Bron M. Rammell 
Brian J. Cheney 
PO Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0370 
G. Lance Nalder 
591 Park Ave., Ste 201 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Deputy Court Clerk 
(Fax 208.234.2961) 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 (Fax 208.542.1002) 
Thomas J. Lloyd 
950 W. Bannock Street, Ste 900 
Boise, ID 83702 (Fax 208.319.2601) 
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Bron Rammell, Esq. 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHARTERED 
216 West Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204"0370 
Telephone (208) 233-0132 
Facsimile 208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; US BANK, 
N.A.; USB LEASING, LT, 
Defendants. 
U.S. BAND, N.A. and USB LEASING, LT, 
Counterc1aimants, 
v. 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Counter defendant, 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: 88 
County of Bannock ) 
CASE NO: CV-2009-6348 
AFFIDAVIT OF BRON RAMMELL IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR LEA VB TO 
AMEND COMPLAINT 
Bran Rammell, after being duly swam, does depose and state: 
1. I am an attomey at the office of May, Rammell & Thompson, Chartered. 
AFFIDAVIT OF BRON RAMMBLL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND COMPLAINT -
PAGEl 
F-556 
07-30- ' 10 16:31 FROM-MAY HAMMELL THOMPSON 208-234-2961 T-625 P0011 
2. Following Brian Cheney's leaving the finn in May of 20lO, a~d the receipt of 
Defendants' Motions for Summary Judgment in the end of May, 20lO; I began to 
examine the facts and documents in this case. 
3. A motion requesting additional time to examine the case and develop facts through 
discovery was requested. 
4. A limited fourteen day time period within which to conduct additional discovery and 
investigation was granted. 
5. During that period of time, additional discovery was conducted, though it was limited 
by the time constraints and the availability of the Parties. 
6. Por example, the only reasonable date p'rovided to take a 30(b)(6) deposition of U.S. 
Bank was july 6,2010. 
7. Consequently, Affiant traveled to Boise (per Defendant' s insistence) and conducted 
one deposition of Jay Williams, who had some information but not all information 
requested by Plaintiff. 
8. This deposition was used to discover the basis of U.S. Bank's contentions that they 
may be an apparent agent, but were not an expressed agent. 
9. The same date was provided as the only reasonable date to conduct the deposition of 
Broadway Ford's sales manager and shop foreman. 
10. Additionally, scheduling and time limitations necessitated depositions of Discovery 
Ford's witnesses in Moses Lake, Washington on July 14, 2010, based on Broadway 
Ford's recent claims that Discovery Ford was the source of the fraud. 
11. Prior to Broadway Ford's summary judgment, Broadway Ford's contention was that 
they did not misrepresent the degree of the truck's warranty. 
12. When they filed these Motions for Summary Judgment, they confinned their position, 
but added the claim that Discovery Ford, in Moses Lake, Washington was responsible 
for all of Plaintiff's claims and damages 
13. Mediation was conducted July 21, and the Summary Judgment hearing was heard 
July 23, 2010. 
14. Throughout the course of discovery, additional facts were learned and a clearer 
understanding of the fact upon which the allegations in this case rest was acquired. 
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07-30- ' 10 16:41 FROM-MAY RAMMELL THOMPSON 208-234-2961 T-628 P0004 
15. Opposing counsel is aware of each of the facts and circumstances and the claims as 
set forth in the proposed Amended Complaint, because 'they have been present in 
personal discussions, all depositions, in' mediation, and subsequently in and at the 
summary judgment proceedings. 
16. Based on the current information, testimony and documentation (some of which was 
not disclosed by Broadway Ford despite outstanding discovery requests until July 14, 
2010) Plaintiff should be allowed to amend his Complaint. 
SUBSCRIDED AND SWORN to before 
SHEENA SMITH 
NOTARY PUBLIC 
stWUa)AR>~~ 
y, this Mday of July, 2010. 
~~ NOTARY PUBLIC OR IDAHO 
Residing at: ?oct:.-.\-<e \\0 
Commission Expires: q -/'5" ~ ?DIS-
AFFIDAVIT OF BRaN R.AMMEIL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND COMPLAINT -
PAGB3 
4.! ~ 
F-559 
i· 
Nalder Law ~I.LJ.H.",,'" 
591 Park Avenue, Suite 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
DATED this .$day of Jul~) 
[ J U.S. Mail 
[ ] ~d Delivery 
(»acsimile (208-542-1002) 
L & THOMPSON, CHTD 
AFFlDA VIr OF BRON R.A.M:MELL IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND COMPLAINT ~ 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., US BANK, N.A.; 
USB LEASING, L T, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-09-6348 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 
THIS MATTER is before the Court on Defendant Broadway Ford, Inc.'s Motion 
for Summary Judgment, Motion to Strike the Affidavit of Tanner Mickelsen and Motion 
in Limine to preclude Plaintiff Tanner Mickelsen from utilizing an expert witness. 
Plaintiff has moved for additional time to complete discovery and retain an expert 
witness. Plaintiff also seeks to strike the affidavit of Randy Cate. 
The Court previously granted Plaintiff an extension of time to conduct further 
discovery and respond to Defendant Broadway Ford's Motion for Summary Judgment. 
Plaintiff s counsel represented at the hearing on July 23, 2010, that he did not need 
another extension to respond to Defendant Broadway Ford's Motion for Summary 
Judgment, but indicated that he may need additional time to conduct discovery and retain 
an expert in preparation for trial depending on the outcome of the pending motion for 
summary judgment. The issues have been extensively briefed and the Court heard oral 
argument on July 23, 2010, before taking the matter under advisement. Since the hearing 
on the foregoing motions, Plaintiff has also moved to amend his complaint. 
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I. FACTS 
Plaintiff leased a Ford F-350 pickup truck (the Vehicle) from Defendant 
Broadway Ford that was financed by Defendant US Bank, N.A. Although sold as new, 
the Vehicle came equipped with after-market tires and "lift kit." The Vehicle (excluding 
the after-market parts) was covered by a 36,000 mile "bumper-to-bumper" factory 
walTanty. 
Approximately one year after taking possession of the Vehicle, Plaintiff began 
experiencing steering problems. Plaintiff took the Vehicle to Discovery Ford in Moses 
Lake, Washington for repair. Discovery Ford allegedly determined that the Vehicle's 
steering gear and drag link were damaged by the after-market parts and refused to 
perform the repair under the factory warranty. Plaintiff declined to pay for the repairs 
and, soon thereafter, stopped making lease payments on the Vehicle. 
The record reflects that Defendant US Bank then repossessed the Vehicle and sold 
it at auction. Discovery Ford purchased the Vehicle at auction and then sold it to a third 
party. After selling the Vehicle to a third party, Discovery Ford repaired the steering gear 
and drag link under the factory warranty. 
Plaintiff initiated the present lawsuit alleging fraud and mutual mistake. 
Defendants denied the allegations and now seek summary judgment dismissing Plaintiff's 
claims. 
II. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD 
Summary judgment is only appropriate if "the pleadings, depositions, and 
admissions on file, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and 
that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law." LR.C.P.56(c). When 
417 
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considering a motion for summary judgment, any disputed facts are construed in favor of 
the nonmoving party, and all reasonable inferences that can be drawn from the record are 
drawn in favor of the nonmoving party. Finholt v. Cresto, 143 Idaho 894, 896, 155 P.3d 
695, 697 (2007). If reasonable minds might come to different conclusions, summary 
judgment is inappropriate. McPheters v, Maile, 138 Idaho 391, 394, 64 P.3d 317, 320 
(2003), 
The party moving for summary judgment bears the burden of proving that no 
genuine issue of material fact exists. Cramer v. Slater, 146 Idaho 868, 873, 204 P.3d 
508, 513 (2009). Once the moving party establishes the absence of a genuine issue of 
material fact, the burden then shifts to the nonmoving party. Kiebert v, Goss, 144 Idaho 
225, 228, 159 P.3d 862, 865 (2007). In order to survive a motion for summary judgment, 
the nonmoving party must show that there is a triable issue. G & M Farms v, Funk 
Irrigation Co., 119 Idaho 514, 524, 808 P.2d 851,861 (1991). "[A] complete failure of 
proof concerning an essential element of the nonmoving party's case necessarily renders 
all other facts immaterial." McGilvray v. Farmers New World Life Ins, Co" 136 Idaho 
39,42,28 P,3d 380,383 (2001), quoting Celotex Corp, v, Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 323,106 
S.Ct. 2548, 2552 (1986). The non-moving party's case must be anchored in something 
more than speculation; a mere scintilla of evidence is not enough to create a genuine 
Issue. Corbridge v, Clark Equip. Co., 112 Idaho 85, 87, 730 P.2d 960,963 (1994). 
I. ANALYSIS 
A. Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment on Plaintiffs Fraud Claim. 
In order to succeed on a fraud claim, the plaintiff must prove each of the 
following elements by clear and convincing evidence: 
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(1) a representation; (2) its falsity; (3) its materiality; (4) the speaker's 
knowledge of its falsity or ignorance of its truth; (5) his intent that it 
should be acted on by the person and in the manner reasonably 
contemplated; (6) the hearer's ignorance of its falsity; (7) his reliance on 
its truth; (8) his right to rely thereon; and (9) his consequent and proximate 
Injury. 
Mitchell v. Siqueiros, 99 Idaho 396, 401, 582 P.2d 1074, 1079 (1978). 
In the instant action, Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Broadway Ford 
misrepresented the warranty on the Vehicle. However, the specifics of the alleged 
misrepresentation have evolved over the course of the lawsuit. In his Amended 
Complaint, Plaintiff claimed that Defendant Broadway Ford represented that the Vehicle 
"was covered by a factory warranty," but that the "use of after-market parts ... voided the 
factory warranty." Now, in his Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants' Motions for 
Summary Judgment, Plaintiff claims that: 
Simply put, if a bumper to bumper warranty is to cover every part of a 
vehicle, and neither the lift kit or tires that Broadway Ford installed or sold 
to Tanner were covered by the warranty, then the representation that the 
truck had a "full bumper to bumper warranty" is false. 
Plaintiff has abandoned the argument advanced in his Amended Complaint that 
the after-market parts voided the factory warranty. Plaintiff has also filed a motion for 
leave to amend the complaint wherein the proposed amended complaint more closely sets 
out the claims argued by Plaintiff in opposition to Broadway Ford's motion for summary 
judgment. 
Additionally, the record does not support a claim that the after-market parts 
caused the alleged steering problem thereby precluding repair under the factory warranty. 
While the record does establish that at one point Discovery Ford decided that steering 
repairs were not covered by the warranty, there is no evidence that the after market parts 
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caused any steering problems. Affidavit and deposition testimony of Plaintiff or others as 
to what they were told by Discovery Ford personnel is inadmissible hearsay and will not 
be considered. 
Furthermore, the record is clear that installation of after market parts would have 
no effect on the factory warranty unless the after market parts caused a problem. 
Deposition of Laura Riley, pp.79, 80. There is no admissible evidence supporting a claim 
that the lift kit or tires caused steering problems. To the contrary, the record reflects that 
the Vehicle's steering problem was in fact repaired under warranty. Accordingly, the 
Court finds that no genuine issue of fact exists that would support a claim of fraud based 
on the warranty being voided by the use of after-market parts on the Vehicle. 
The next issue is whether Defendant Broadway Ford's alleged misrepresentation 
that the after-market parts were covered by the factory warranty can serve as a basis for 
fraud and, if so, what remedy is available. This argument is the main thrust of Plaintiffs 
opposition to the motion for summary judgment and the claims set out in the proposed 
second amended complaint. 
While Broadway Ford disputes that it made a representation as to a bumper to 
bumper factory warranty, there is no dispute that such a representation would have been 
false. In other words, the Parties agree that the factory warranty did not cover the after-
market parts. The Court finds that genuine issues of material fact exist with respect to the 
following elements of fraud: (1) a representation; (2) its falsity; (4) the speaker's 
knowledge of its falsity or ignorance of its truth; (5) his intent that it should be acted on 
by the person and in the manner reasonably contemplated; (6) the hearer's ignorance of 
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its falsity; (7) his reliance on its truth; and (8) his right to rely thereon. The remaining 
elements of materiality and injury/damages require further analysis. 
1. Injury 
In his Amended Complaint, Plaintiff seeks both monetary damages and the 
equitable remedy of rescission. Idaho law distinguishes between these two remedies as to 
the required proof of damages. 
"[A]n action to recover monetary damage occasioned by fraud necessitates a 
showing of actual pecuniary damage[.]" Nab v. Hills, 92 Idaho 877, 883,452 P.2d 981, 
987 (1969). In actions at law, Idaho follows the "out-of-pocket" rule, "which limits 
recovery of damages to the difference between the real value of the property purchased 
and the price paid or contracted for." Shrives v. Talbot, 91 Idaho 338, 345,421 P.2d 133, 
140 (1966). 
Where, however, fraud is used defensively, or to suppOli an action for 
rescission or reformation, proof of monetary damage is unnecessary. What 
must be demonstrated is damage or injury as those words are used in their 
broader sense. 
As the Supreme Court of Montana stated: 
We prefer to adhere to the rule which gives to the term (damages) 
its broader significance, as including either pecuniary loss or the 
alteration of one's position to his prejudice. Fraud may result in 
injury which cannot be measured in dollars and cents * * *. 
If the allegations of this complaint are true, plaintiff was induced 
by fraudulent representations to assume obligations which 
otherwise he would not have assumed and to purchase property 
which otherwise he would not have purchased. We deem the 
allegations sufficient to disclose damage within the meaning of 
that term which we adopt. 
Nab v. Hills, 92 Idaho 877, 883,452 P.2d 981, 987 (1969) (internal citations omitted). 
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Thus, in order to recover monetary damages, Plaintiff must prove that he suffered 
actual pecuniary damage. However, in order to rescind the contract, Plaintiff needs only 
to prove that he would not have leased the Vehicle but for the misrepresentation. 
There is no evidence in the record that Plaintiff suffered pecuniary damages 
proximately caused by Defendant Broadway Ford allegedly misrepresenting that the 
after-market parts were covered by a factory warranty. As discussed above, Plaintiff has 
failed to connect the Vehicle's steering and drag link problem with the use of after-
market parts. It would be a different case entirely if the lift kit caused the steering 
problems and precluded repair under the factory warranty. However, the evidence does 
not support such an inference. 
Similarly, Plaintiff has not offered any evidence that the real value of the Vehicle 
was less than the price paid. All parts of the vehicle were covered by a warranty, albeit 
the lift kit and tires were covered by a supplier warranty rather than factory warranty. 
Again, absent evidence that the lift kit voided any portion of the factory warranty, there is 
no basis to conclude that the value of the vehicle was diminished. Because the record is 
devoid of evidence showing pecuniary damage, Plaintiff is precluded from seeking 
monetary damages at trial. 
2. Materiality 
The next issue is whether Defendant Broadway Ford's alleged misrepresentation 
that the after-market parts were covered by a factory warranty gives rise to a claim for 
rescission. While the evidence supports an inference of a misrepresentation, to pursue a 
claim for rescission the alleged misrepresentation must be material: 
Material misrepresentation permits the defrauded party to elect from three 
possible remedies: damages, rescission, or enforcement of the bargain 
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against the fraudulent party according to the fraudulent party's 
representation of the bargain. See 12 Samuel Williston, Contracts § 1523, 
at 606-07 (3rd ed.1970); Queen City Farms v. Central Nat. Ins., 126 
Wash.2d 50,891 P.2d 718 (1995). 
Robinson v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 137 Idaho 173, 180,45 P.3d 829,836 
(2002). 
Because Plaintiffs only remedy lies in equity, the Court would be the trier of fact 
if the case proceeded to trial. Accordingly, the Court will consider the issue of materiality 
under the summary judgment standard for a bench trial. Importantly, "because the court 
would be the fact-finder at trial, on a summary judgment motion the court is entitled to 
draw the most probable inferences from the undisputed evidence properly before it, and 
may grant the summary judgment despite the possibility of conflicting inferences." 
Johnson v. McPhee, 147 Idaho 455, 459, 210 P.3d 563, 567 (Ct. App. 2009). 
F or a breach or misrepresentation to be material, it must be fundamental to the 
transaction: 
Rescission of a contract is available only when one of the parties has 
committed a material breach which destroys the entire object of entering 
into the contract and which touches the fundamental purpose of the 
contract. Ervin Construction Co. v. Van Orden, 125 Idaho 695, 699-700, 
874 P.2d 506, 510-11 (1993). Rescission is not available, however, where 
the breach of contract is only incidental and subordinate to the main 
purpose of the contract. Id. A breach of contract is not material if 
substantial performance has been rendered. Mountain Restaurant Corp. v. 
ParkCenter Mall, 122 Idaho 261, 265,833 P.2d 119,123 (Ct.App.1992). 
Substantial performance is performance which, despite a deviation from 
contract requirements, provides the important and essential benefits of the 
contract to the promisee. Id 
First Sec. Bank of Idaho, NA. v. Murphy, 131 Idaho 787, 792, 964 P.2d 654, 
659 (Idaho, 1998) 
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On the record before the Court, an inference exists that Defendant Broadway Ford 
knew or had reason to know that Plaintiff placed great importance on a warranty that 
covered all parts on the Vehicle. However, the more probable inference to be drawn from 
the undisputed facts of this case is that Defendant Broadway Ford did not know (or have 
reason to know) that Plaintiff would place such great importance on a "factory warranty" 
covering the after-market parts. 
During his deposition, Plaintiff testified that Defendant Broadway Ford informed 
him prior to purchasing the Vehicle that the lift-kit and tires were after-market parts. The 
record also reflects that, although not covered by a factory warranty, the lift-kit and tires 
were subject to a supplier's warranty. Given these facts, it is unreasonable to believe that 
Defendant Broadway Ford knew or had reason to know that Plaintiff regarded a factory 
warranty on the after-market parts as critical or fundamental to the transaction. Plaintiffs 
desire for a warranty on all parts is understandable, however, all parts were covered by a 
warranty. That the lift kit and tires were not covered by a "factory" warranty is 
insignificant, particularly where the after market parts did not adversely affect the factory 
warranty. 
The lack of materiality is further evidenced by the fact that the lift-kit and tires 
never required repair. See, e.g., Mountain Restaurant Corp. v. ParkCenter A1all 
Associates, 122 Idaho 261, 833 P.2d 119 (Ct. App. 1992) (affirming the district court's 
finding that a lessor's failure to provide the promised number of parking stalls was 
immaterial because the lessee never encountered a parking problem during the lease). 
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Based on the foregoing, the Court finds that the alleged misrepresentation 
concerning a factory warranty on the after-market parts was not material. Accordingly, 
Defendant is entitled to summary judgment dismissing Plaintiff's claim for fraud. 
B. Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment on Plaintiff's Mutual Mistake Claim. 
"A mutual mistake occurs when both parties, at the time of contracting, share a 
misconception regarding a basic assumption or vital fact upon which the bargain is 
based." Hines v. Hines, 129 Idaho 847, 853, 934 P.2d 20, 26 (1997). "The mistake must 
be common to both parties, and must be proven by clear and convincing evidence." 
O'Connor v. Harger Canst., Inc., 145 Idaho 904, 909, 188 P.3d 846, 851 (2008). 
"[M]utual mistake permits a party to rescind or modify a contract as long as the mistake 
is so substantial and fundamental as to defeat the object of that pmiy." Prim my Health 
Network, Inc. v. State, Dep't of Admin., 137 Idaho 663, 668, 52 P.3d 307, 312 (2002). 
Generally, the existence of mutual mistake is a question of fact. Mutual of Enumclaw Ins. 
Co. v. Wood By-Products, Inc., 107 Idaho 1024,695 P.2d 409 (Ct. App. 1984). 
In the present case, Plaintiff claims that at the time of sale, he and Defendant 
Broadway Ford both mistakenly believed that the Vehicle was covered by a factory 
warranty. However, as discussed above, Plaintiff has failed to present any evidence that 
the Vehicle, excluding the after market parts, was not covered by a factory warranty. 
Similarly, Plaintiff does not assert, and the record does not support an allegation that 
Defendant Broadway Ford mistakenly believed that the after-market parts were covered 
by the factory warranty. Instead, the record establishes that Broadway Ford believed that 
a factory warranty applied to the Vehicle, with the exception of the lift kit and tires to 
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which a supplier warranty applied. To the extent Plaintiff believed that a factory 
warranty applied to the lift kit and tires, such was not a mutual mistake. 
Additionally, similar to rescission for fraud, in a rescission based on a mutual 
mistake the alleged mistake must be substantial and fundamental to the purpose of the 
contract. Clearly, Plaintiff wanted a "bumper to bumper" warranty. The record 
establishes that Plaintiff received such a warranty even though the warranty for the after 
market parts was a supplier warranty and not a factory warranty. Plaintiffs "mistake" 
about the after market parts being covered by a factory warranty was not only unilateral, 
but had no material effect on the Vehicle and the subject transaction. l 
The COUli finds that there are no genuine issues of material fact on this issue. 
There was no mutual mistake and even assuming a mutual mistake, the mistake was not 
so fundamental to the transaction as to allow for rescission. Defendant Broadway Ford is 
entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff s claim of mutual mistake. 
C. Plaintiffs Motion to Amend. 
Again, Plaintiff s proposed second amended complaint more closely tracks with 
Plaintiffs argument in opposition to summary judgment. Rather than asserting that the 
after market parts actually caused steering problems or voided a factory warranty, 
Plaintiff focuses on the alleged misrepresentation of a factory "bumper to bumper" 
warranty. While this argument represents a shift in emphasis, it was not outside the 
scope of the Amended Complaint and therefore has been fully considered and addressed 
in this decision. 
I Again, it is significant that the evidence does not support a claim that the after market parts caused the 
damage for which repairs were required or voided the factory warranty. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION - 11 
Accordingly, allowing a new amended complaint at this point serves no purpose 
and would be futile. Plaintiffs motion to amend will be denied. 
CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, Defendant Broadway Ford's Motion for Summary 
Judgment is GRANTED. Defendant's motion to strike is granted inasmuch as the hearsay 
statements proffered by Plaintiff are inadmissible and will not be considered. The motion 
in limine and motion for additional time to complete discovery are rendered moot by this 
decision and DENIED. Plaintiffs motion to amend is DENIED. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
Dated this fr day of August, 2010. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this J.3. day of August, 2010, I did send a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon the parties listed below by mailing, with the 
correct postage thereon, or by placement in the courthouse mailbox. 
Bron Rammell 
MA Y, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Attorneyfor Plaintiff 
G. Lance Nalder 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Park Ave., Ste. 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Attorney for Defendant Broadway Ford 
Thomas 1. Lloyd III 
GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER P A 
950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorney for Defendants US Bank and USB Leasing 
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Clerk of the District Court 
Bonneville County, Idaho 
BY~ 
Deputy Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., US BANK, N.A.; 
USB LEASING, L T, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-09-6348 
JUDGMENT 
The Court having entered its Memorandum Decision and Order granting 
Broadway Ford's Motion for Summary Judgment, and the Court having been advised that 
the claims between Plaintiff and U.S. Bank, N.A., and USB Leasing having been 
resolved through mediation, and good cause appearing therefore; 
IT IS HEREBY ADJUDGED AND ORDERED that Plaintiffs Amended 
Complaint, and U.S. Bank, N.A., and USB Leasing's Counterclaim are dismissed with 
Pre]' udice. 
, ~ 
Dated this ~ day of ABgttst, 2010. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this L day of.5i? 1T1:, 2010, I did send a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon the p~ted below by mailing, with the 
correct postage thereon, or by placement in the courthouse mailbox. 
Bron Rammell 
MA Y, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Attorney for Plainttff 
G. Lance Nalder 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Park Ave., Ste. 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Attorneyfor Defendant Broadway Ford 
Thomas 1. Lloyd III 
GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER P A 
950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorney for Defendants US Bank and USB Leasing 
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Clerk of the District Court 
Bonneville County, Idaho 
By Y 
Deputy lerk 
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G. Lance Nalder, Esq., ISB #3398 
Benjamin K. Mason, Esq., ISB #7437 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Park Avenue Suite 201 
Idaho Falls ID 83402 
Telephone: 208.542.0525 
Facsimile: 208.542.1002 
Attorneys for Defendant 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC. 
Defendant. 
Case No. CV -2009-6348 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION (I.R.C.P. 
11)/ MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND 
JUDGMENT (I.R.C.P. 59) 
TY 
COMES NOW defendant, Broadway Ford, Inc., by and through counsel, and moves this 
court to reconsider the Judgment it issued on the 1 st day of September, 2010, or, in the alternative, 
to alter or amend that Judgment for the following reasons: 
1. Plaintiff Tanner Mickelsen instituted this action by filing suit against Broadway Ford, 
Inc. He later added U.S. Bank as a defendant, and U.S. Bank counterclaimed against Tanner 
Mickelsen for a deficiency balance related to the vehicle which was the subject of the action. 
2. Pursuant to settlement and agreement, Tanner Mickelsen's claim against US Bank 
was dismissed. Thereafter, defendant Broadway Ford, Inc., via a Motion for Summary Judgment, 
received an Order for summary judgment from this court, dismissing all claims of plaintiff against 
1 - MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION (I.R.C.P. 11)/ MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND 
JUDGMENT (I.R.C.P. 59) 
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defendant Broadway Ford, Inc. That Memorandum Decision and Order was issued August 13,2010. 
However, the court in this matter, on the 1st day of September, 2010, entered a Judgment which 
stated as follows: "that it is hereby adjudged and ordered that plaintiff's amended complaint, and US 
Bank, N.A., and USB's Leasing counterclaim are dismissed with prejudice." 
3. Defendant Broadway Ford believes that the part of that Judgment dismissing U.S. 
Bank and USB Leasing's Counterclaim is in error. The Motion for summary judgment, filed by 
Broadway Ford, and granted by the court, did not address U.S. Bank's counterclaim. The court's 
Memorandum Decision and Order also did not address U.S. Bank's counterclaim in any way. 
Further, U.S. Bank's counterclaim against Mr. Mickelsen has not been resolved between the parties 
but was, rather, assigned to Broadway Ford as part of the mediation agreement whereby Mr. 
Mickelsen dismissed his claims against U.S. Bank. In other words, U.S. Bank assigned its rights 
under the contract, including to pursue the counterclaim against Mr. Mickelsen to Broadway Ford. 
Consequently, it was error for the court to dismiss that counterclaim via the Judgment which was 
entered on September 1, 2010. Defendant Broadway Ford believes that the language in the Judgment 
which purports to dismiss the counterclaim of U.S. Bank against Mr. Mickelsen was included via 
a simple misunderstanding. 
4. Consequently, filed contemporaneously with this Motion is a Notice of Assignment 
substantiating the assignment of the right to pursue the counterclaim from U.S. Bank to Broadway 
Ford. Broadway Ford intends to pursue that counterclaim, to recover the deficiency owed by Mr. 
Mickelsen. 
2 - MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION (I.R.C.P. 11)/ MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND 
JUDGMENT (I.R.C.P. 59) 
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5. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" is a proposed Amended Judgment which resolves the claims 
which the court decided in its Memorandum Decision and Order of August 13,2010, while leaving 
open the counterclaim of US Bank/Broadway Ford against Mr. Mickelsen. 
Oral argument is requested. 
tv:'-DATED this I ~ day of September, 2010. 
NALDER LAW OFFICE, P.C. 
By: 
3 - MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION (LR.C.P. 11)/ MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND 
JUDGMENT (LR.C.P. 59) 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certifY that I am a duly licensed attorney in the State of Idaho, resident of and with 
my office in Idaho Falls, Idaho; that on the } 6 Vlaay of September, 2010, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION (I.R.C.P. 11)/ MOTION 
TO ALTER OR AMEND JUDGMENT (I.R.C.P. 59) to be served upon the following persons at 
the addresses below their names either by depositing said document in the United States mail with 
the correct postage thereon or by hand delivering or by transmitting by facsimile as set forth below. 
GLN/gr 
BRON RAMMELL, ESQ. 
MAY RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
PO BOX 370 
POCATELLO ID 83204-0370 
[ ] Mail 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
[X] Facsimile 234-2961 
NALDER LAW OFFICE, P.c. 
By: 
.{ov G. Lance Nalder, Esq. 
G:\All NLO Documents\GLN\6021-5\PJeadings\032 Motion reconsideration.wpd 
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G. Lance Nalder, Esq., ISB #3398 
Benjamin K. Mason, Esq., ISB #7437 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Park Avenue Suite 201 
Idaho Falls ID 83402 
Telephone: 208.542.0525 
Facsimile: 208.542.1002 
Attorneys for Defendant 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, Case No. CV -2009-6348 
Plaintiff, 
AMENDED JUDGMENT 
v. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC. 
Defendant. 
The above-captioned matter came before the Court on Defendant Broadway Ford, Inc.'s 
Motion for Summary Judgment, which was heard on July 23,2010, and the Court has reviewed the 
pleadings and briefs, heard oral argument of counsel, and reviewed the applicable law, and 
has entered a Memorandum Decision and Order on August 13,2010. The Court therefore hereby 
enters the following Judgment: 
1. That the Plaintiff's Complaint be dismissed with prejudice as against Broadway Ford, 
Inc., on the grounds and for the reasons set forth in the Court's Memorandum Decision and Order, 
dated August 13,2010, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein; 
1- AMENDED JUDGMENT 
EXHIBIT 
2. This Judgment shall not effect the Counterclaim of U.S. Bank against Plaintiff, nor 
the right of U.S. Banks (and its assignees) to pursue Plaintiff for a deficiency or any of the other 
claims of U.S. Bank made against Plaintiff in this action. 
DATED this __ day of September, 2010. 
Joel E. Tingey, District Judge 
2- AMENDED JUDGMENT 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I certify that I am the duly elected and qualified Clerk of the District Court of the Seventh 
Judicial District ofthe State ofIdaho, in and for the County of Bonneville; that I mailed [or delivered 
by courthouse box] a copy of the foregoing JUDGMENT to the following attorneys or persons this 
day of September, 2010. 
GLANCE NALDER ESQ 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 PARK AVENUE SUITE 201 
IDAHO FALLS ID 83402 
BRON RAMMELL, ESQ. 
MA Y RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
PO BOX 370 
POCATELLO ID 83204-0370 
BKM/dn 
Clerk 
By: 
Deputy Clerk 
G:\All NLO Documents\GLN\6021-5\Pleadings\031 amended judgment.wpd 
3 - AMENDED JUDGMENT 
--
Bron Rammell 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD. 
216 West Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Telephone: 208-233-0132 
Facsimile: 208-234-2961 
E-mail: bron@mrtlaw.net 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff/Appellant, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; US BANK, 
N.A.; USB LEASING, LT, 
DefendantslRespondents. 
CASE NO. CV -2009-6348 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE DEFENDANT, BROADWAY FORD, INC., AND ITS ATTORNEY, G. LANCE 
NALDER, NALDER LAW OFFICE PC, 591 PARK AVE., STE. 201, IDAHO FALLS, ID 
83402 AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above named appellant, Tanner Mickelsen, appeals against the above named 
respondents to the Idaho Supreme Court from the Memorandum Decision and Order, entered in 
the above entitled action on the 13th day of August, 2010, and the Judgment entered the 1st day 
of September 2010 by the Honorable District Judge Joel E. Tingey, presiding. 
CASE NO. CV -2009-6348 - NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 1 
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2. Jurisdiction: Appellant has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the 
judgments or orders described in paragraph 1 are appealable orders pursuant to Idaho Appellate 
Rule 11. 
3. Issues: A preliminary statement of issues Appellant intends to assert on appeal; 
provided, any such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the appellants from asserting other 
and additional issues, is as follows: 
a. Whether the District Court erred in finding that the pleadings, depositions, 
and admission on file show that there is no genuine issue as to any material 
fact and that Appellees are entitled to judgment as a matter of law on the 
issues of Fraud (Misrepresentation) and Mutual Mistake. 
b. Whether the District Court erred as a matter of law in holding that a 
misrepresentation that a vehicle was covered by a full factory bumper to 
bumper warranty was not a material misrepresentation; 
c. Whether the District Court erred in finding there is no evidence in the record 
that Appellant sustained damages as the result of Appellees's 
misrepresentations. 
d. Whether the District Court erred as a matter of law in finding that rescission 
under Idaho's Uniform Commercial Code § 28-12-505(4) is merely an 
equitable remedy. 
4. No order has been entered sealing all or any portion of the record. 
5. The Appellant, requests the entire reporter's standard transcript as defined in Rule 25(a) 
LA.R. and those included under Rule 38 LA.R. for all recorded Court appearances in the above 
captioned matter as follows: 
CASE NO. CV -2009-6348 - NOTICa OF APPEAL- PAGE 2 
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f. Affidavit of Bron Rammell in Support of Plaintiffs Petition for Certificate of 
Out-of-State Deposition Subpoenas, dated June 22,2010. 
g. Affidavit of Bron Rammel! in Support of Opposition to Defendant's Motions 
for Summary Judgment, dated July 9,2010, including excerpts from the 
depositions of Randy Cate, Mont Crnkovich, Jaynalene Williams, and Steve 
Rierson, portions of supplemental discovery responses, a letter from the 
attorney at Discovery Ford, and Broadway Ford's original and 
supplemental discovery responses; 
h. Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment and 
Request for Additional Time to Complete Discovery and Retain Expert, 
dated July 9,2010; 
1. Affidavit of Tanner Mickelsen in Support of Plaintiff's Opposition to 
Defendants' Motionfor Summary Judgment, dated July 9,2010, including a 
copy of the motor vehicle lease agreement; 
J. Affidavit of Bron Rammel! in Support of Motion to Shorten Time, dated July 
22, 2010, including an excerpt from the deposition of Laura Riley. 
k. Affidavit of Bron Rammel! in Support of Motionfor Leave to Amend 
Complaint, dated July 30,2010. 
1. Memorandum Decision and Order on Motionfor Summary Judgment, 
Motion to Strike the Affidavit of Tanner Mickelsen and Motion in Limine, 
dated August 13,2010; 
7. The Appellants request the following documents, charts, or pictures offered or admitted 
as exhibits to be copied and sent to the Supreme Court: 
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a. Those attached and incorporated into the affidavits and depositions 
requested to be included in the clerk's record. 
8. I certify as Appellant's attorney of record: 
a. That a copy of this notice of appeal has been served on each reporter of 
whom a transcript has been requested as named below and at the address set 
out below: 
Jack Fuller 
605 N. Capital Ave. 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
b. That the clerk of the district court or administrative agency has been paid the 
estimated fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript. 
c. That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's or agency's record has 
been paid. 
d. That the appellate filing fee has been paid. 
e. That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to Rule 20. 
DATED this 23rd day of September, 2010. 
CASE NO. CV-2009-6348 - NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 5 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal was served on the 
following named persons at the addresses shown an in the matter indicated. 
G. Lance Nalder 
Nalder Law Office, PC 
591 Park Ave., Ste. 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
DATED this 23rd day of September, 2010. 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] ~d Delivery 
[vrFacsimile 
OtI¥-t~7:l'H.ll\AJI\AEL & THOMPSON, CHTD. 
CASE NO. CV -2009-6348 - NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 6 
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In the Supreme Court of the State of Idaho 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
v. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., 
Defendant-Respondent, 
and 
US BANK, NA; USB LEASING, LT, 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) ORDER SUSPENDING APPEAL 
) 
) Supreme Court Docket No. 38111-2010 
) Bonneville County Docket No. 
) 2009-6348 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
The Notice of Appeal in the above captioned matter filed in this Court September 
24, 2010, requested that a Reporter's Transcript be prepared. However, the Notice of Appeal failed 
to comply with Idaho Appellate Rule 17 in that it did not specifically list the date(s) and title(s) of 
the hearing(s) required to be transcribed for purposes of this Appeal: therefore, good cause 
appearmg, 
IT HEREBY IS ORDERED that Appellant shall file an AMENDED NOTICE OF 
APPEAL which complies with Idaho Appellate Rule 17, and shall specify the date(s) and title(s) 
title of the hearing(s) required to be transcribed for purposes of this Appeal. 
IT FURTHER IS ORDER that Appellant shall serve the Reporter(s) with a copy of 
the Amended Notice of Appeal and shall indicate in the Amended Notice of Appeal which 
reporter(s) was served. 
IT FURTHER IS ORDERED the Amended Notice of Appeal shall be filed with the 
District Court within fomteen (14) days from the date of this Order. In the event an Amended 
Notice of Appeal is not filed, this appeal may proceed on the Clerk's Record ONLY. 
IT FURTHER IS ORDERED that this appeal is SUSPENDED until further notice. 
ORDER SUSPENDING APPEAL - Docket No. 38111-2010 
DATED this st: day of October 2010. 
cc: Counsel of Record 
District Court Clerk 
District Court Reporter 
For the Supreme Court 
Stephen W. Kenyon, erk 
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Bron Rammell 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHARTERED 
216 West Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Telephone: 208-233-0132 
Facsimile: 208-234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., 
Defendant. 
Case No. CV-2009-6348 
RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
Plaintiff, Tanner Mickelson, by and through his attorney of record, Bron Ranunell of 
May, Rammell & Thompson, Chartered, responds to Defendant's Motion for Reconsideration as 
follows: 
Plaintiff objects to Broadway Ford's Motion for Reconsideration on the basis that it is 
without foundation and without legal jurisdiction. 
More specifically, the Motion itself does not contain "evidence" necessary to meet the 
standards of LR.C.P. 11 and to alter or amended a judgment under I.R.C.P. 59. 
Defendant has attempted to attach a Notice of Assignment dated September 15,2010 to its 
motion. However, the Notice of Assignment was executed the same date that the Motion for 
Reconsideration was filed. Thus, the document never existed prior to the dismissal and was never 
received or reviewed by Plaintiff prior to its submission to the Court. 
The Notice is not properly before the Court as "evidence" in any event. It was not 
attached to any affidavit (a foundational prerequisite), and it is inappropriate to take to judiCial 
Case No. CV -2009-6348 -RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION- PAGE I 
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notice of the Notice. Any filing of a subsequent affidavit, attaching the Notice would be untimely 
(see LR.C.P. 7(b )(3) and LR.C.P. 11(a)(2)). 
The Assignment was apparently not made until approximately two Wl;!eks after the Court 
dismissed the action and is not a proper basis for Defendant to continue the litigation. 
Furthermore, the Plaintiff's defenses to the counterclaim are those in the action that was 
dismissed. The same evidence that would be presented by the Plaintiff in his direct claim would 
also be presented as the Plaintiff's defense. 
Finally, as expressed in previous filings with this Court, numerous documents were 
requested of U.S. Bank and Broadway Ford through discovery, were never provided, and which 
were the basis of a motion to continue discovery at the time the Court dismissed all claims in the 
case. It would be unfair and prejudicial to Plaintiff to allow the counterclaim under the 
circumstances. 
Plaintiff requests the opportunity to appear telephonically at any hearing scheduled or this 
motion. 
WHEREFORE Plaintiff asks that Defendant's Motion for Reconsideration be denied and 
that Plaintiff be allowed to appear telephonically at the hearing in this case. 
DATED this 8th day of October, 2010. 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
---tn17\ri'l;;>'1l't-kl.r:Plaintiff 
Case No. CV -2009-6348 - MOTION TO DISALLOW COSTS AND A TIORNEY FEES TO DEFENDANT 
BROADWAY FORD, INC. - PAGE 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Response to Defendant's Motion for 
Reconsideration was served on the following named persons at the address shown and in the 
manner indicated. 
G. Lance Nalder 
591 Park Avenue' 
Ste.201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
DATED this 81h day of October, 2010. 
( ) U.S. Mail 
[ ] Han 
[ 
Case No. CV -2009-6348 - MOTION TO DISALLOW COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES TO DEFENDANT 
BROADWAY FORD, INC. - PAGE 3 
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Bron Rammell 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD. 
216 West Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Telephone: 208·233·0132 
Facsimile: 208-234-2961 
E-mail: bron@mrtlaw.net 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiffl Appellant, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; US BANK, 
N.A; USB LEASING, LT, 
DefendantsIRespondents. 
CASE NO. CV-2009-6348 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE DEFENDANT, BROADWAY FORD, INC., AND ITS ATTORNEY, G. LANCE 
NALDER, NALDER LAW OFFICE PC, 591 PARK AVE., STE. 201, IDAHO FALLS, ID 
83402 AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above named appellant, Tanner Mickelsen, appeals against the above named 
respondents to the Idaho Supreme Court from the Memorandum Decision and Order, entered in 
the above entitled action on the 13 th day of August, 2010, and the Judgment entered the 1 st day 
of September 2010 by the Honorable District Judge Joel E. Tingey, presiding. 
CASE NO. CV -2009-6348 - NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 1 
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2. Jurisdiction: Appellant has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the 
judgments or orders described in paragraph 1 are appealable orders pursuant to Idaho Appellate 
Rule 11 .. 
3. Issues: A preliminary statement of issues Appellant intends to assert on appeal; 
provided, any such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the appellants from asserting other 
and additional issues, is as follows: 
a. Whether the District Court erred in finding that the pleadings, depositions, 
and admission on file show that there is no genuine issue as to any material 
fact and that Appellees are entitled to judgment as a matter of law on the 
issues of Fraud (Misrepresentation) and Mutual Mistake. 
b. Whether the District Court erred as a matter of law in holding that a 
misrepresentation that a vehicle was covered by a full factory bumper to 
bumper warranty was not a material misrepresentation; 
c. Whether the District Court erred in finding there is no evidence in the record 
that Appellant sustained damages as the result of Appellees's 
misrepresentations. 
d. Whether the District Court erred as a matter of law in finding that rescission 
under Idaho's Unifonn Commercial Code § 28~12·505(4) is merely an 
equitable remedy. 
4. No order has been entered sealing all or any portion of the record. 
5. The Appellant requests the entire preparation, in electronic format, of the reporter's 
standard transcript as defined in Rule 25M I.b.R. and those included under Rule 38 tA.R. for 
CASE NO. CV-2009-6348 NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 2 
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a.ll--fecorded Court appearances in the above captioned matter as follO'.vs of the following 
hearings: 
a. Hearing on Plaintiff's Motion to Continue Summary Judgment and Motion 
for Protective Order, heard by the Honorable Joel E. Tingey, on June 15, 
2010. 
b. Hearing on Motion for Summary Judgment, Motion to Strike the Affidavit 
of Tanner Mickelsen and Motion in Limine, heard by the Honorable Joel E. 
Tingey, on July 23,2010. 
6. The appellant requests the following documents to be included in the clerk's record in 
addition to those automatically included under Rule 28 LA.R.: 
a. Defendant Broadway Ford, Inc. 's Motionfor Summary Judgment, dated 
May 10,2010; 
b. Defendant Broadway Ford, Inc. 's Memorandum of Law in Support of 
Broadway Ford's Motionfor Summary Judgment, dated May 10,2010; 
c. Affidavit of Bron Rammel! in Support of Motion to Coniinue Summary 
Judgment Hearing, dated June 8, 2010, including two letters and discovery 
responses from Broadway Ford and U.S. Bank; 
d. Affidavit of Brian J. Cheney in Support of Plaintiffs Opposition to 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment, dated June 14,2010, including 
the Leuer ro Steve Rierson; 
e. Supplemental Affidavit of Bon Rammell in Support of Motion to Continue 
Summary Judgment Hearing, dated June 14,2010, including excerpts from 
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Ford Motor Company's Warranty and Policy Manual, letter from Laura 
Riley, dated August 4, 2009, and proposed affidavit of Laura Riley. 
f. Affidavit of Bron Rammel! in Support of Plaintiffs Petitionfor Certificate of 
Out-of-State Deposition Subpoenas, dated June 22,2010. 
g. Affidavit of Bron Rammel! in Support of Opposition to Defendant's Motions 
for Summary Judgment, dated July 9,2010, including excerpts from the 
depositions of Randy Cate, Mont Crnkovich, Jaynalene Williams, and Steve 
Rierson, portions of supplemental discovery respO'flses, a letter from the 
attorney at Discovery Ford, and Broadway Ford's original and 
supplemental discovery responses; 
h. Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment and 
Request for Additional Time to Complete Discovery and Retain Expert, 
dated July 9,2010; 
1. Affidavit of Tanner Mickelsen in Support of Plaintiff's Opposition to 
Defendants' Malian for Summary Judgment, dated July 9,2010, including a 
copy of the motor vehicle lease agreement; 
J. Affidavit of Bron Rammell in Support of Motion to Shorten Time, dated July 
22, 2010, including an excerpt from the deposition of Laura Riley. 
k. Affidavit of Bron Rammell in Support of Motionfor Leave to Amend 
Complaint, dated July 30,2010. 
1. Memorandum Decision and Order on Motion for Summary Judgment, 
Motion to Strike the Affidavit of Tanner Mickelsen and Motion in Limine, 
dated August 13,2010; 
CASE NO. CV-2009-6348 - NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 4 
10-13- ' 10 16:58 FROM-MAY RAMMELL THOMPSON 208-234-2961 T-959 P0006 
7. The Appellants request the following documents, charts, or pictures offered or admitted 
as exhibits to be copied and sent to the Supreme Court: 
a. Those attached and incorporated into the affidavits and depositions 
requested to be included in the clerk's record. 
8. I certify as Appellant's attorney of record: 
a. That a copy of this notice of appeal has been served on each reporter of 
whom a transcript has been requested as named below and at the address set 
out below: 
Jack Fuller 
605 N. Capital Ave. 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
b. That the clerk of the district court or administrative agency has been paid the 
estimated fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript. 
c. That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's Or agency's record has 
been paid. 
d. That the appellate filing fee has been paid. 
e. That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to Rule 20. 
DATED this 13th day of October, 2010. 
MAY, ~'-.n"Y:!J.y~~~ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal was served on the 
following named persons at the addresses shown an in the matter indicated. 
G. Lance Nalder 
Nalder Law Office, PC 
591 Park Ave., Ste. 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
DATED this 1Jth day of October, 2010. 
[ ) U.S. Mail 
( ) f!and Delivery 
[ LrFacsiroile 
~7~~~~;?;LL & THOMPSON, CHTD. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; U.S. 
N.A., 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
BANK) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
=-=-~~~~~----~==-------) U. . BANK, N .A. USB ) 
LEASING, LT, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Counterdefendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
MINUTE ENTRY 
Case No. CV-09-6348 
On the 15th day of October, 2010, Defendant's motion for 
reconsideration came before the Honorable Joel E. Tingey, 
District Judge, in open court at Idaho Falls, Idaho. 
Mr. Jack Fuller, Court Reporter, and Mrs. Grace Walters, 
Deputy Court Clerk, were present. 
Mr. Bron Rammell appeared by telephonic connection on behalf 
of the Plaintiff. 
Mr. Ben Mason appeared on behalf of the Defendant Broadway 
Ford. 
Mr. Mason presented Defendant's motion for reconsideration. 
Mr. Rammell presented argument in opposition to the motion. Mr. 
455 
Mason presented rebuttal argument. 
The Court will take the matter under advisement and issue a 
decision as soon as possible. 
Court was thus adjourned. 
456 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the ~ day of October, 2010, I 
caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing document to 
be delivered to the following: 
Bron M. Rammell 
Brian J. Cheney 
PO Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0370 
G. Lance Nalder 
591 Park Ave., Ste 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Deputy Court Clerk 
(Fax 208.234.2961) 
(Fax 208.542.1002) 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., US BANK, N.A.; 
USB LEASING, LT, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV -09-6348 
ORDER 
THIS MATTER is before the Court on Defendant Broadway Ford, Inc.'s Motion 
for Reconsideration of the Court's Judgment entered on September 1, 2010. The Court 
considers the motion as being brought under Rule 60(b)(1), IRCP. In said Judgment, the 
Court dismissed all pending claims. In reviewing this matter, it appears that there has 
been no settlement, resolution, or dismissal of the counterclaim of US Bank as against 
Plaintiff. Accordingly, for good cause appearing, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Defendant's motion is granted. An amended 
judgment will be issued. 
Dated this f) day of October, 2010. 
ORDER-l 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify tiMt on this 15 day of October, 2010, I did send a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon the parties listed below by mailing, with the 
correct postage thereon, or by placement in the courthouse mailbox. 
Bron Rammell 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
G. Lance Nalder 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Pm'kAve., Ste. 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Attorneyfor Defendant Broadway Ford 
Thomas 1. Lloyd III 
GREENERBURKESHOEMAKERPA 
950 W, Bannock St., Ste, 900 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorneyfor Defendants US Bank and USB Leasing 
ORDER-2 
Clerk of the District Court 
Bonneville County, Idaho 
By _ 
Deputy Clerk 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., US BANK, N.A.; 
USB LEASING, L T, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV -09-6348 
AMENDED JUDGMENT 
The Court having entered its Memorandum Decision and Order granting 
Defendant Broadway Ford's Motion for Summary Judgment, and good cause appearing 
therefore, 
IT IS HEREBY ADJUDGED that Plaintiffs complaint is dismissed as against 
Defendant Broadway Ford. Remaining matters to be resolved include the counterclaim of 
US Bank, N.A. and/or its assignee. 
r 
Dated this ~ day of October, 2010. 
AMENDEDJUDGMENT-I 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
-----I hereby certify that on this J..!;2 day of October, 2010, I did send a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing document upon the parties listed below by mailing, with the 
correct postage thereon, or by placement in the courthouse mailbox. 
Bron Rammell 
MA Y, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
G. Lance Nalder 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Park Ave., Ste. 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Attorney for Defendant Broadway Ford 
Thomas J. Lloyd III 
GREENER BURKE SHOEMAKER P A 
950 W. Bannock St., Ste. 900 
Boise, ID 83702 
Attorney for Defendants US Bank and USB Leasing 
AMENDED JUDGMENT-2 
Clerk of the District Court 
Bonneville County, Idaho 
By )ni)/ 
Deputy Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
v. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., 
Defendant-Respondent, 
and 
US BANK, N.A.; USB LEASING, LT, 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
AMENDED 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 
OF APPEAL 
Case No. CV -2009-6348 
Docket No. 38111-2010 
Appeal from: Seventh Judicial District, Bonneville County 
Honorable Joel E. Tingey, District Judge, presiding. 
Case number from Court: CV -2009-6348 
Order or Judgment appealed from: Memorandum Decision and Order, entered 9-1-2010, aJ1d the 
Judgment entered 9-1-10 
Attorney for Appellant: 
Attorney for Respondent: 
Appealed by: 
Appealed against: 
Notice of Appeal Filed: 
Appellate Fee Paid: 
Was District Court Reporter's Transcript requested? 
If so, name of reporter: 
Dated: October 25,2010 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF APPEAL 1 
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Bron M.Rammell 
Lance G. Nalder 
Tanner Mickelsen 
Broadway Ford, INC,; US BANK N.A.; USB 
LEASING, LT, 
9-24-10 
Yes 
Yes 
N/A 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Clerk of the District Court 
By: 
Bron Rammell 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHARTERED 
216 West Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Telephone: 208-233-0132 
Facsimile: 208-234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
BOP'H~t~: LE COU~~T Y 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, Case No. CV-2009-6348 
Plaintiff, 
RULE 54(B) CERTIFICATE 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., 
Defendant. 
With respect to the issues determined by the Summary Judgment of September 1,2010, it 
is hereby CERTIFIED, in accordance with Rule 54(b), LR.C.P., that the Court has determined 
that there is no just reason for delay for the entry of a final judgment and the Court has and does 
hereby direct that the above judgment or order shall be a final judgment upon which an appeal 
may be taken as provided by the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
DATED this ?--7 day of December, 2010. 
Case No. CV-2009-6348 -RULE 54(B) CERTJFICATE-PAGE 1 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Rule 54(b) Certificate was served on the following 
named persons at the address shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bron Ramrnell 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0370 
G. Lance N alder 
591 Park Avenue 
Ste.201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
DATED this of December, 2010. 
(~.S. Mail 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
r4JHand Delivery 
[ ] Facsimile 
CLERK COURT 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
LU;; i ". i: i 
TANNER MICKELSEN, ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
DISTRICT COURT CLERK'S MOTION 
FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO 
FILE RECORD 
Case No. CV-2009-6348 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., 
Docket No. 38111-2010 
Defendant-Respondent, 
and 
US BANK, NA; USB LEASING LT, 
Defendants. 
Comes now Nicole McGary, Deputy Court Clerk for Bonneville County, and hereby moves this 
Court for an Order extending the time to prepare and serve the appeal record until February 18,2011. 
1. The original date for filing the record was January 5, 2011. 
2. The number of extensions of time previously granted is none. 
3. Were any previous extensions denied in whole or in part? No 
4. The Court Report lodged the Reporter's Transcript on December 20, 2010 (if applicable). 
5. I have not been able to file the record for the following specific reasons: 
(a) Bonneville County has had a change in several court clerks, including the clerk who 
was assigned to prepare the clerk's records on appeal. There was some confusion with 
regards to this appeal because it had previously been suspended and thereafter was 
overlooked. 
6. The number of days deemed necessary is 42 making the due date for filing the record on 
March 18,2011. 
DISTRICT COURT CLERK'S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE RECORD - 1 
7. I expect to complete and file the record within the extended time requested. 
DATED this Ii day of February" fOIl. l4- //'1 ( 
-../' / ' 
/ 
RECOMMENDATION 
I am the District Judge assigned this case and, following review of the foregoing Motion, 
recommend jIJ. approval / ( ) disapproval of this request for extension. 
DA TED this '--'! day of '0t{~7 ,20 (I 
ORDER 
Upon consideration of the foregoing Motion and good cause appearing, therefore, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the appeal record in this case shall be filed in this Court 
on or before , 20 
-------------------- -----
DATED this __ day _________________ ,20 
By Order of the Supreme Court 
Stephen W. Kenyon, Clerk 
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RECEIVE: 
Bron Rammell 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD. 
216 West Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Telephone: 208-233-0132 
Facsimile: 208-234-2961 
. E-mail: bron@mrtlaw.net 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, CASE NO. CV-2009-6348 
Plaintiff! Appellant, 
vs. 
SECOND AMENDED NOTICE OF 
APPEAL 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; US BANK, 
N.A.; USB LEASING, LT, 
DefendantslRespondents. 
TO: THE DEFENDANT, BROADWAY FORD, INC., AND ITS ATTORNEY, G. LANCE 
NALDER, NALDER LAW OFFICE PC, 591 PARK AVE., STE. 201, IDAHO FALLS, ID 
83402 AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above named appellant, Tanner Mickelsen, appeals against the above named 
respondents to the Idaho Supreme Court from the Memorandum Decision and Order, entered in 
the above entitled action on the 13tll day of August, 2010, and the Judgment entered the 1st day 
of September 2010 by the Honorable District Judge Joel E. Tingey, presiding. On October 15, 
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2010, the Honorable Judge Tingey reconsidered the Decision from which was the appeal was 
originally taken, and reinstated a counterclaim by Defendant in the case. Subsequently, on the 
December 27, 2010, pursuant to stipulation of the Parties and due consideration, the same Court 
issued a Certificate pursuant to Rule 54(b) allowing an immediate appeaL In. order to avoid any 
confusion, this Amended Notice of Appea! i~ filed. Th~ issues remain identical to those 
previously set forth in the original Notice of Appeal. 
2. Jurisdiction: Appellant has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the 
judgments or orders described in paragraph 1 are appealable orders pursuant to Idaho Appellate 
Rule 11. 
3. Issues: A preliminary statement of issues Appellant intends to asselt on appeal; 
provided, any such list of issues on appeal shall not prevent the appellants from asserting other 
and additional issues, is as follows: 
a. Whether the District Court erred in finding that the pleadings, depositions, 
and admission on file show that there is no genuine issue as to any material 
fact and that Appellees are entitled to judgment as a matter of law on the 
issues of Fraud (Misrepresentation) and Mutual Mistake. 
b. Whether the District COUlt erred as a matter of law in holding that a 
misrepresentation that a vehicle was covered by a full factory bumper to 
bumper warranty was not a material misrepresentation; 
c. Whether the District Court erred in finding there is no evidence in the record 
that Appellant sustained damages as the result of Appellees's 
misrepresentations. 
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d, Whether the District Court erred as a matter of law in finding that rescission 
under Idaho's Uniform Commercial Code § 28-12-505(4) is merely an 
equitable remedy. 
4. No order has been entered sealing all or any portion of the record. 
5. The Appellant requests the entire preparation, in electronic format, of the reporter's 
standard transcript as-def-ffiBd in Rule 25(a) tA,R. and thQ§e,..ine~~3&-I.AR;-for 
all recorded Court appearance~ in-the-aoove captioned matter as follows of the following 
hearings: 
a. Hearing on Plaintiff's Motion to Continue Summary Judgment and Motion 
for Protective Order, heard by the Honorable Joel E. Tingey, on June 15, 
2010. 
b. Hearing On Motion for Summary Judgment, Motion to Strike the Affidavit 
of Tanner Mickelsen and Motion in Limine, heard by the Honorable Joel E 
Tingey, on July 23,2010. 
6. The appellant requests the following documents to be included in the clerk's record in 
addition to those automatically included under Rule 28 I.A.R.: 
a, Defendant Broadway Ford, Inc. 's Motion for Summary Judgment, dated 
May 10, 2010; 
b. Defendant Broadway Ford, Inc. 's Memorandum of Law in Support of 
Broadway Ford's Motionfor Summary Judgmenl, dated May 10,2010; 
c. Affidavit oj Bron Rammell in Support of Motion to Continue Summary 
Judgment Hearing, dated June 8, 2010, including two letters and discovery 
responses from Broadway Ford and u.s. Bank; 
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RECEIVE: 
d. Affidavit of Brian 1. Cheney in Support of Plaintiffs Opposition to 
Defendants Motionfor Summary Judgment, dated June 14,2010, including 
the Letter to Steve Rierson; 
e. SuppLemental Affidavit of Bon Rammel! in Support of Motion to Continue 
Summary Judgment Hearing, dated June 14, 2010, including excerpts from 
Ford Motor Company's Warranty and Policy Manual, lerrer from Laura 
Riley, dated August 4, 2009, and proposed affidavit of Laura Riley. 
f. Affidavit of Bron Rammell in Support of Plaintiffs Petition for Certificate of 
Out-oi-State Deposition Subpoenas, dated June 22, 2010. 
g. Affidavit of Bron Rammel! in Support of Opposition to Defendant's Motions 
for Summary Judgment, dated July 9,2010, including excerpts from the 
depositions of Randy Cate, Mont Crnkovich, JaynaZene Williams, and Steve 
Rierson, portions of supplemental discovery responses, a letter from the 
attorney at Discovery Ford, and Broadway Ford's original and 
supplemental discovery responses; 
h. Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendant'S Motionfor Summary Judgment and 
Request for Additional Time to Complete Discovery and Retain Expert, 
dated July 9, 2010; 
i. Affidavit of Tanner Mickelsen in Support of Plaintiff's Opposition to 
Defendants' Motionfor Summary Judgment, dated July 9,2010, including a 
copy of the motor vehicle lease agreement; 
j. Affidavit of Bron Rammell in Support of Motion to Shorten Time, dated July 
22, 2010, including an excerpt from the deposition of Laura Riley. 
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k. Affidavit of Bron Rammell in Support of Motion for Leave to Amend 
Complaint, dated July 30,2010. 
L Mernorandum Decision and Order on Motion for Summary Judgment, 
Motion to Strike the Affidavit of Tanner Mickelsen and Motion in Limine, 
dated August 13, 2010; 
7. The Appellants request the following documents, charts, or pictures offered or admitted 
as exhibits to be copied and sent to the Supreme Court: 
a. Those attached and incorporated into the affidavits and depositions 
requested to be included in the clerk's record. 
8. I certify as Appellant's attorney of record: 
a. That a copy of this notice of appeal has been served on each reporter of 
whom a transcript has been requested as named below and at the address set 
out below: 
Jack Fuller 
605 N. Capital Ave. 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
b. That the clerk of the district court or administrative agency has been paid the 
estimated fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript. 
c. That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's or agency's record has 
been paid. 
d. That the appellate filing fee has been paid. 
e. That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
to Rule 20. 
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DATED this 4th day of February, 201 I. 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD. 
Attorneys for Appellant 
~.~> ('~~ CECV:---'""-::i!·';...------
I certify that on this date a copy of the foregoing Second Amended NoTice of Appeal was 
served on the following named persons at the addresses shown an in the matter indicated. 
G. Lance N alder 
Nalder Law Office, PC 
591 Park Ave., Ste. 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
DATED this 4th day of February, 2011. 
[~ 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
[ ] Facsimile 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff-Appellant, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., 
Defendant-Respondent, 
and 
US BANK, NA; USB LEASING LT, 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
------------------------~) 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) 
County of Bonneville ) 
Case No. CV -2009-6348 
Docket No. 38111-2010 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 
I, Ronald Longmore, Clerk of the District Court of the Seventh Judicial District, of the 
State ofIdaho, in and for the County of Bonneville, do hereby certify that the above and 
foregoing Record in the above-entitled cause was compiled and bound under my direction and is 
a true, correct and complete Record of the pleadings and documents as are automatically required 
under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
I do further certify that no exhibits were either offered or admitted in the above-entitled 
cause, that the Clerk's Record will be duly lodged with the Clerk ofthe Supreme Court, as 
required by Rule 31 of the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE-l 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
District Court at Idaho Falls, Idaho, this -Ii day ofF ebruary, 2011. 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE- 2 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Clerk of the District Court 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff-Appellant, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC., 
Defendant-Respondent, 
and 
US BANK, NA; USB LEASING LT, 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
-------------------------) 
Case No. CV -2009-6348 
Docket No. 38111-2010 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the /el day of February, 2011, I served a copy of the 
Reporter's Transcript and the Clerk's Record in the Appeal to the Supreme Court in the above entitled 
cause upon the following attorneys: 
Bron Rammell 
MAY, RAMMELL & THOMPSON 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Attorney for Appellant 
G. Lance Nalder 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Park Avenue, Ste 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Attorney for Respondent 
by depositing a copy of each thereof in the United States mail, postage prepaid, in an envelope 
addressed to said attorneys at the foregoing address, which is the last address of said attorneys known 
tome. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE-l 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
BROADWAY FORD, INC.; U.S. 
N .A., 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
BANK) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
=-~-====--=~----~~=-------) U.S. BANK, N.A. and USB ) 
LEASING, LT, ) 
Counterclaimants, 
vs. 
TANNER MICKELSEN, 
Counterdefendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
--------------------------------) 
MINUTE ENTRY 
Case No. CV-09-6348 
On the 26th day of April, 2011, Defendant's motion to 
augment record came before the Honorable Joel E. Tingey, District 
Judge, in open court at Idaho Falls, Idaho. 
Mr. Jack Fuller, Court Reporter, and Mrs. Grace Walters, 
Deputy Court Clerk, were present. 
No one appeared on behalf of the Plaintiff. 
Mr. Lance Nalder appeared on behalf of the Defendant 
Broadway Ford. 
Mr. Nalder presented a stipulation to augment record to the 
Court. 
The Court granted the motion to augment the record based on 
the stipulation of the parties. 
Court was thus adjourned. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the ~ day of April, 2011, I 
caused a true and correct copy 6f the foregoing document to 
be delivered to the following: 
Bron M. Rammell 
Brian J. Cheney 
PO Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0370 
G. Lance Nalder 
591 Park Ave., Ste 201 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Deputy Court Clerk 
(Fax 208.234.2961) 
Idaho Falls, 10 83402 (Fax 208.542.1002) 
Thomas J. Lloyd 
950 W. Bannock Street, Ste 900 
Boise, 10 83702 (Fax 208.319.2601) 
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G. Lance Nalder, Esq., ISB #3398 
Benjamin K. Mason, Esq., ISB #7437 
NALDER LAW OFFICE PC 
591 Park Avenue Suite 201 
Idaho Falls ID 83402 
Telephone: 208.542.0525 
Facsimile: 208.542.1002 
Attorneys for Defendant 
TY 
IN THE DISTRlCT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRlCT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COlJNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
TANNER MICKELSEN, Case No. CV-2009-6348 
Plaintiff, 
ORDER 
v. TO AUGMENT/SUPPLEMENT RECORD 
BROADWAY FORD, INC. 
Defendant. 
The Court held a hearing on April 26, 2011, pursuant to defendant's Motion to Augment 
Record. Mr. Nalder appeared for the defendant at the hearing. Mr. Rammell did not appear. 
However. Mr. Nalder presented a fully executed Stipulation to Augment Record, which had been 
executed by Mr. Rammel!. Consequently, this Court hereby orders that the clerk's record in this 
matter shall be augmented/supplemented with the following documents: 
1. A copy of the transcript of the following hearings: 
A. Hearing date: Tuesday, June 15,2010 at 10:30 a.m. 
Name of hearings: 
Motion for Protective Order and to Shorten Time; 
Objection to Motion to Continue Summary Judgment Hearing; 
For Substitution and/or for Withdrawal; 
Has transcript been made? No. 
Ifit is yet to be transcribed, name of reporter: Jack L. Fuller 
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Estimate of pages: 50 
B. Hearing date: Friday, July 23,2010 at 9:00 a.m. 
Name of hearings: 
Request to Extend Discovery and Time to Respond to Summary Judgment; 
To Strike Affidavit and Testimony of Randy Cate; 
Request to Retain Rebuttal and Other Experts; 
Motion in Limine 
Motion for Summary Judgment. 
Has transcript been made? No. 
If it is yet to be transcribed, name of reporter: Jack L. Fuller 
Estimate of pages: 200 
2. The transcript of the deposition of Randy Cate conducted the18th day of June 2010. 
3. The transcripts from the depositions of Monte Crnkovich, conducted the 22nd day 
of June, 2010 and the 6th day of July, 2010. 
4. The transcript ofthe deposition of Tanner Mickelsen conducted the 8th day of April, 
20] O. 
5. The transcript of the deposition of Laura Riley conducted the 14th day of July, 2010. 
6. The transcript of the deposition of Leo Gonzales conducted the 14th day of July, 
2010. 
7. The transcript of the deposition of Randy McNair conducted the 14th day of July, 
2010. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this ~ day of May, 2011. 
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CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I certify that I am the duly elected and qualified Clerk of the District Court of the Seventh 
Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Bonneville; that I mailed [or 
delivered by courthouse box] a copy of the foregoing, pRDER TO SHORTEN TIME FOR 
HEARING to the following attorneys or persons this -!f:- day of May, 2011. 
GLANCE NALDER ESQ 
NALDER LA W OFFICE PC 
591 PARK AVENUE SUITE 201 
IDAHO FALLS ID 83402 
BRON RAMMELL, ESQ. 
MA Y RAMMELL & THOMPSON, CHTD 
PO BOX 370 
POCATELLO ID 83204-0370 
GLN/dh 
6021-5\044 ord augment 
Clerk 
By: '-~7Jt<1_ « 
Deputy Clerk 
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